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~The Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, FEBRUARY 21, 1874. 
—_—~—— 

We ARE ENABLED to announce that Lord Cairns has 
the Chancellorship. As legal journalists our 
concern is as to the influence the change is 
 fikely to exercise on the great measures of law reform 
gill in prospect. As regards one of these measures 
' =the Land Transfer Bill—there is no reason to antici- 
| pate that any want of zeal will be displayed by the new 












ture. In the course of the debates last session, 
heemphatically declared that the general scheme of the 
pill had his hearty support, his chief criticisms being 
bestowed on the machinery by which it was to be worked, 
. gud in particular on the undefined status and qualifica- 
tims of the registrars. We may anticipate that the 
pill will be re-introduced at no distant period in a re- 
vised and improved form. As regards the re-organisation 
of the local courts, if the opinions of Lord Cairns may 
be gathered from his published reasons for not sign- 
ing the second report of the Judicature Commission, 
we may conclude that he generally approves the recom- 
mendations made by the Commissioners with reference to 
the concentration of the county courts; but he thinks 
that effect ought not to be given to them otherwise than 
inconnection with adequate arrangements for supplying 
fegular sittings of the Supreme Court in thickly popu- 
lated parts of the country, and especially in Lancashire 
and Yorkshire. This may merely mean that assizes 
should be held more frequently in the provincial centres 
df population, but it is consistent with the establish- 
ment in some of those centres of divisional courts, 
presided over by judges of the High Court. Upon the 
se of legal education the opinions of the new Lord 
cellor, as developed by him before the Commission of 
1854, were in favour of providing for the instruction in 
eral jurisprudence of those who proposed to follow the 
profession by assistance given by the Inns of Court 
fothe universities in the foundation of lectureships and 
law scholarships. But, if no active help is to be expected 
the new Chancellor in the passing of the measure 
promoted by the Legal Education Association, it may, 
at least, be hoped that he will not strenuously oppose the 
bill, to which Lord Selborne will now be free to lend his 
powerful support. 




































Ix THE BREATHING sPAcE between the passing of the 
Judicature Act and its coming into operation, itis useful 
fe consider the effect which the Act would have had 
upon actual cases as they occur. Cases are occasionally 
fo be met with in the reports to which a strong feeling 
attaches in the mind of the reader that justice has not 
been completely done, generally through a want of elas- 

in our procedure, a defect which it is one of the 
Objects of the Judicature Act to supply, An instance of 
the kind will be found reported in last week’s issue of 
od Reporter, in the case of Lord v. Price (22 

, R.318), Plaintiff and defendant were purchasers of 
Mrtain lots of cotton in an auction room at 
Tagerpool, One of the lots purchased by the plaintiff 












Chancellor in pressing it upon the attention of the | 





was numbered 8, and one of the defendant’s lots was 
numbered 9. At the trial of the action in the Liverpool 
Passage Court, evidence was given for the plaintiff that 
the defendant had taken away from the field in which 
the goods were lying, the plaintiff's lot instead of his 
own. It was also proved that, according to the con- 
ditions of sale, the purchasers of the cotton were to 
pay a deposit on the fall of the hammer, and the 
balance on delivery. The plaintiff had paid the deposit 
in respect of lot 8, but not the balance of the purchase- 
money. Upon these facts a nonsuit was entered by 
direction of the learned assessor of the Passage Court, 
on the ground that, as the vendor’s lien for the balance 
of the purchase-money was still subsisting, the present 
right of possession was not in the plaintiff, and therefore 
he could not maintain an action of trover. Bramwell 
and Amphlett, BB., before whom a rule to set aside the 
nonsuit was argued in the Court of Exchequer, upheld 
the decision of the assessor, Bramwell, B., being of 
opinion that the vendor alone was entitled to bring 
trover, and Amphlett, B., hinting, in the course of the 
argument, that in equity the vendor would be trustee 
for the plaintiff, subject to his lien for the purchase. 
money. As between the parties then before the Court, 
the decision was not only in accordance with the law 
but with abstract justice. Had the decision been the 
other way, the defendant would have been exposed toa 
second action at the suit of the vendor. What was 
wanted fully to determine the legal rights of the parties in 
the transaction, was to have the vendor before the Court. 

How far does the Judicature Act help us in this 
respect? The 9th rule in the schedule provides that 
“The Court or a judge may, upon or without the appli- 
cation of either party, in the manner prescribed by rules’ 
of Court, and on such terms as may appear to the Court 
or a judge to be just, order that the name or names of 
any party or parties, whether as plaintiffs or defendants 
improperly joined, be struck out, and that the name or 
names of any parties, whether plaintiffs or defendants, 
who ought to have been joined, or whose presence before 
the Court may be necessary in order to enable the Court 
effectually and completely to adjudicate upon and settle 
all the questions involved in the action, be added.” This 
rule is, no doubt, intended primarily to prevent the 
failure of actions through non-joinder or misjoinder of 
parties, but the concluding clause appears to give ita 
wider application. The 12th rule seems also to bear on 
the point. It provides that “where a defendant is, or 
claims to be, entitled to contribution or indemnity, or 
any other remedy or relief, over against any other 
person, or where, from any other cause, it appears to the 
Court or a judge that a question in the action should be 
determined, not only as between the plaintiff and de- 
fendant, but as between the plaintiff and defendant and 
any other person, or between any or either of them, the 
Court or a judge may . . . make such order as may be 
proper for having the question so determined.” The 
only doubt upon the application of these rules to such 
a case as that of Lord v. Price is, whether there is any 
“question in the action” affecting a third party. It 
might be argued that the question in an action of trover 
is, whose is the right of possession, and that, it appearing 
to the Court that neither plaintiff nor defendant has the 
right of possession, the Court has no authority to drag 
into the dispute a thitd party, who may not wish to set 
up his rights at all. As, however, this third party is 
under a liability to the plaintiff in respect of the rights 
he possesses, it seems a fair construction to consider such 
cases as “ questions involved in the action.” 





Two orpERs, occupying twenty-nine pages of the 
London Gazette of Tuesday, have been issued, under 20 
& 21 Vict. c. 77, and 21 & 22 Vict. c. 95; the one 
fixing a new table of fees to be taken, after 2nd March 
next, by the officers of the Court of Probate in the prin- 
cipal registry and the district registries, and the other 
fixing a new table of fees to be taken — 
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solicitors, and attorneys, practising in the principal re- 
gistry or district registries, in respect of non-contentious 
business. Comparing the latter with the table of fees 
issued in 1862, we do not observe any alteration in the 
figures, but, both in the tables relating to the principal 
and the district registries, there are added to the words 
“Costs in respect of probates”’ the words “including 
double or cessate probates, or letters of administration 
with will annexed, de bonis non or cessate, upon which 
no stamp duty is payable in respect of the personal estate 
of the testator ;” to the words “In respect of letters of 
administration”’ the words “including letters of 
administration de bonis non or cessate upon which 
stamp duty is payable in respect of the personal estate of 
an intestate;”” to the words “In respect of double or 
cessate probates” the words “upon which no stamp 
duty is payable,” and to the words “In respect of letters 
of administration with or without will annexed de bonis 
non or cessate,” the words “upon which no stamp duty 
is payable.” 

The alterations in the table of fees to be taken in the 
principal and district registries, are not numerous. 
Throughout the order, to the words “ Probates or letters 
of administration with will annexed,” there are added 
the words “‘ including double or cessate probates or letters 
of administration with will annexed, de bonis non or 
cessate, upon which stamp duty is payable in respect of 
the value of the personal estate of the testator;” and to 
the words “ Letters of administration,” the words “ in- 
cluding letters of administration de bonis non or cessate, 
upon which stamp duty is payable in respect of the per- 
sonal estate of an intestate.” 

Under the head of contentious business, the fees for re- 
ducing into writing any question to be submitted to a jury 


der the judge’s direction, and the f lati spe- | , 
oe Abi spe aay See Se ae ' him as a trader or as a non-trader; one thing may be an 


cial jury, are omitted; the fee for the trialof a cause is to be 
£1 10s. 0d., and the further fee for each day of trial is to be 
£1. Both of these fees are to be paid by the party setting 
down the cause for hearing or trial, instead of partly by 
the plaintiff and partly by the defendant. The two fees 
in the old table relating to entering on the record the 
finding of the jury or the decision of the judge, are con- 
solidated into one fee of 5s. for endorsing on the record 
the finding of the jury or decision of the judge, and 
a progressive fee of 1s. per folio is added if decrees entered 
exceed five folios in length. A fee of 5s. is fixed for any 
orders issuing under the hand of the judge or registrar, 
except orders madeon summons. The fee on a reference 
to nominate a commissioner to take evidence, or an ad- 
ministrator, or receiver, or to ascertain an amount of 
money to be paid or secured, or the security to be given, 
is fixed at 5s. for the registrar’s attendance, and 2s. 6d. 
for the report thereon. 

Under the head of non-contentious business in the 
principal and district registries, the fees relating to work 
for the Inland Revenue Office, under the heads “ Office 
Copies and Extracts” and “Filing,” are omitted, and 
the fee for depositing the will of a living person for safe 
custody is reduced from £1 1s. to 10s. 

In the fees for personal applications, in addition to 
the different fees on probates, &c., there are added, for 
all second and subsequent grants, the same fees for look- 
ing up and taking an account of each former represen- 
tation, as on similar grants on which no stamp duty is 
payable. Fees are also added for engrossing and col- 
lating a will fora grant of probate or letters of ad- 
ministration where there are pencil marks, or the will 
is to be registered fac simile. The fee for an exempli- 
fication under seal is reduced from £1 1s. to 15s. 





Ix a paren read before the Statistical Society on 
Tuesday last, in which Mr. ¥. H. Janson presented with 
much force, and supported with a formidable array of 
figures, the conclusion we have often urged, that there is 
a want of a sufficient judicial force in the Courts of First 
Instance in Chancery, there occurred a hint of much 
importance to the profession. It was not impossible, 








said the President of the Incorporated Law 
under changes which are in contemplation in relation tp 
both branches of the legal profession, the gov: 

the body of solicitors and the power of suspension oe 
removal from its ranks may be altogether entrusted to 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society (we 

with an appeal from them to the judges), just ag the 
members of the bar are subjected to the authority of the 
several Inns of Court, which consist of persons of their 
own order. It is to be hoped that the political ¢ 


which have occurred will not prevent this desirable eng 
from being attained. 





Tuk sELEcTION of Mr. C. Chapman Barber as co; 
court judge of the Hull and Malton Circuit ought to be 
the subject of much congratulation among the inhabj. 
tants of the North and East Ridings of Yorkshire, Mp, 
Barber has long been known as one of the soundest 
lawyers at the Chancery bar, and he will bring to bear 
on his judicial duties an intellect of great acuteness ang 
a very large and varied experience. If the high 
in which Mr. Barber is held by the members of his own 
profession is any criterion of success in his new sphere, 
the last appointment of Lord Selborne will prove to have 
been among the best he has ever made. 








ADJUDICATION IN BANKRUPTCY BY THE 
WRONG COURT. 

The decision of the Court of Common Pleas in Revell 
v. Blake (22 W. R. 96, L. R. 8 C. P. 533) has been 
affirmed in the Exchequer Chamber. The first point 
in the case is a simple one, that an adjudication of bank. 
rptcy against a debtor is not an adjudication against 


act of bankruptcy on the part of the debtor if he is 4 
trader, and a different thing if he is not a trader; and 
the effect of the adjudication, in respect to certain trans. 
actions, will be different in the two cases; but the adju. 
dication itself is distinct from either its requisites or its 


effects, all that it is necessary to allege in the petition is 


what under the circumstances it is necessary to prove, 
and, therefore, if the act of bankruptcy relied on is one 
common to both traders and non-traders there is no need 
to state in the petition to which class the debtor be- 
longs. 

The second point is much more difficult. The debtor 
had been adjudicated bankrupt in a local court, when 
by the words of section 59 the petition ought to have 
been presented in the London Court. The decision (on 
an interpleader issue between the trustee and an éxé 
cution creditor) was that nevertheless the adjudication 
was valid until reversed on appeal. The great point in 
such a matter is to have the question settled, and it has 
certainly been settled in the manner most for the public 
advantage. It is not worth while now to canvass the’ 
decision; it need only be said that there being an absolute 
impossibility of focussing section 59 and section 80, sub- 
section 6, the Court has done as the Court of Appeal did 
with respect to section 11 and section 125 in Ex parte 
Duignan (19 W. R. 1127, L. R. 6 Ch. 605), and by dint 
of looking hard with one eye at section 80, sub-section 6, 
and covering the eye which would have seen section 59, 
and the words “ subject to the provisions of this Act,” 
which introduce section 80, sub-section 6, they have in 
effect determined that an adjudication of bankruptey is 
valid, although not made by the Court of Bankruptcy 
where, by section 59, the petition ought to have been pre 
sented, 

There still remains the question what course ought to 
be adopted where proceedings have been taken in the 
wrong court. In the case of Re Buckland (21 W. B 
291, L. R. 15 Eq. 221) Bacon, V.C., solved this question 
by directing the proceedings to be transferred to the 
right court, and as Blackburn, J., says, “it is to be 
hoped this is the right course.” The diffloulty is that 
the only power of transferring proceedings given by the 
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is that contained in section 80, by sub-section 6 of 
“cases may be transferred from one court to 
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entot MF snother in such manner as may be prescribed.” = Primd 
mM Or facie it might be supposed that these words, and indeed 
ed to whole sub-section, must be read in connection with 
sume as ancillary to the foregoing sub-sections, for the 
Sth @ se of giving effect to which the 6th sub-section 
f the ‘gems to be inserted, and that where it was provided in 
their ‘gib-section 3 that the London Court of Bankruptcy may 
nges 4n a particular event, that is, where proceedings are in- 
end ‘stituted against a debtor in more courts than one, direct 






a transfer ; and in sub-section 5 that a transfer may also 
be made by a special resolution of creditors, or on the 
| gertificate of the judge of a local court (not objected to 
- by the creditors) that the bankruptcy would be more 
ntageously conducted elsewhere, it was not contem- 
‘plated that a general power of transfer should exist, or 
SP particular that srch a power should exist where the 
ings have been taken in the wrong court. 
The case of Revell v. Blake (ubi sup.) decides that an ad- 
cation by any court of bankruptcy is valid until re- 
yersed on appeal, although for instance it be an adjudica- 
‘tion by a local court against a person not resident in Eng- 
Jand (see section 59); the effect of In re Buckland (ubi 
gup.) isthat it is valid although appealed against, the only 
result of the appeal being to procure a transfer of the 
ings to the right court. Now if section 59 is imi- 
tive, it follows that when it has not been complied 
with the appellant must have a right to have the adjudi- 
¢ation annulled ; if, instead of reversing the adjudication, 
the Court of Appeal is entitled to uphold the adjudica- 
tion and transfer the proceedings, it follows that the 
section must (notwithstanding the difficulty of so con- 
struing its words) be treated, not as imperative, but as 
directory only, and that the appeal is therefore only to 
the discretion of the Court, which may annul the adju- 
dication if it sees fit, on general grounds of propriety and 
justice, to do so. Further, as the power to transfer can- 
notin any way depend on the existence of an appeal 
(which is only an occasion for its exercise) it seems that 
the Court may at any time direct a transfer; and since, 
by the decision in Revell v. Blake (ubi sup.) and the 
operation of rule 143, an adjudication pronounced by the 
wrong court is final and conclusive after twenty-one days, 
itis certainly very expedient that such a general power 
of transfer should exist. 

Most readers will probably think that the decisions 

have already gone a good way in the direction of legisla- 
tion. But they will scarcely be prepared for the bold 
attempt which was made in Boyle v. Plummer (22 W. R. 
241), where a debtor was served with a debtor’s summons 
issuing out of the court of a district within which he 
neither resided nor carried on business, and (although he 
had at the time of the service notified the error to the 
4teditor) an application was made (in pursuance, as it 
was stated, of a common practice) to transfer the pro- 
eeedings to the court in which they ought to have com- 
menced, in order to make the debtor's non-compliance 
with this irregular summons an act of bankruptcy. It 
Appears to have needed the full strength of the Court of 
Appeal to check this irregular practice, by refusing the 
application and dismissing the petition. 
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THE CONSIDERATION OF A SIMPLE CONTRACT. 


The consideration sufficient to support a promise not 
under seal has been defined as any advantage to the person 
Promising, or any damage, inconvenience, liability, or 

“tharge to the person to whom the promise is made. If 
there be a consideration, courts of justice will not, in the 
“absence of fraud, enter upon the question whether it be 
Adequate. Thus in 7'raver vy. —— (1 Sid. 57) a woman 
after the decease of her husband promised a creditor 
“that if he would prove her husband had owed him £20 
| the would pay that sum; and although there was no 
_Ddenefit to the woman, yet proof of the debt was held a 
* Geod consideration for her promise to pay the amount of 

























it, because it was trouble and charge to the creditor to 
prove his debt. This case appears to have been cited 
with approbation in Williamson v. Clements (1 Taun. 
523), in which a declaration alleged that the defendant 
was indebted to the plaintiff on a bill of exchange, and 
that the plaintiff, being unable to produce it, had, at the * 
defendant’s request, given him a bond acknowledging 
payment and conditioned to indemnify him against the 
bill; and it was held that there was a good consideration 
for a promise by the defendant to pay the contents of 
the bill. Upon a like principle, in Harris v. Venables (20 
W. R. 974, L. R. 7 Ex. 235) the withdrawal by the 
plaintiff of a petition to wind up a company was held to 
be a valid consideration for a promise by two of the 
directors to pay a portion of a debt owing by the com- 
pany to the plaintiff; for the performance of the con- 
sideration by the plaintiff was a thing which might be 
injurious to the plaintiff and beneficial to the defendants, 
or at least to the company; and a real benefit was 
gained by the withdrawal because of the disinclination to 
commence a new proceeding after labour and expense 
had been wasted. The well-known case of Coggs v. 
Bernard (1 Smith’s L. C. 177) is a strong authority to 
the same effect, and it follows from that decision that if 
a man undertakes to carry goods safely and securely, he 
is responsible for any damage which they may sustain in 
the carriage through his. neglect, though he is to have 
nothing for his trouble. A similar case to Coggs v. 
Bernard is Bainbridge v. Firmstone (8 A. & E. 743), 
where a declaration was held sufficient which alleged 
that in consideration that the plaintiff, at the defendant’s 
request, had consented to allow the defendant to weigh 
two boilers of the plaintiff, the defendant promised to 
give them up after weighing in as perfect condition as 
they were in at the time of the consent. Patteson, J., 
remarked: “There is a detriment to the plaintiff from 
his parting with the possession for even so short a 
time.” 

But it has been held in a variety of cases that no 
action lies upon an alleged contract, where the only con- 
sideration for the defendant’s promise is the promise of 
the plaintiff to do, or his actually doing, something, to do 
which he was previously bound, either to the defendant 
or a third person (Chitty on Contracts, 43, 9th ed.). 
Upon this ground in Herring v. Doreil (8 Dowl. 604) it 
was held that where a plaintiff (before the abolition of 
arrest upon civil process) discharged one of two joint 
debtors, the other had a right to be discharged, and 
therefore that a promise by a third person to pay the 
debt, in order to obtain such discharge, was void for 
want of consideration. When interest is payable by 
mercantile usage, an undertaking to pay interest upon a 
debt forms no consideration for a promise by the cre- 
ditor to allow an extended time for payment (Orme v. 
Galloway, 9 Ex. 544, 2 W. R. 263). Anda promise by 
a captain to pay additional wages to seamen during the 
time which they have agreed to serve, is not binding 
upon either the owners or the captain (Harris v. Watson, 
Peake, 72; Harris v. Carter, 2 W. R. 409, 3 E. & B. 559; 
with which cases Hartley v. Ponsonby, 5 W. R. 659, may 
be advantageously compared). 

It is necessary to distinguish a class of cases wherein 
it has been held that the circumstance of the plaintiff 
being by a contract with a third person already bound 
to perform the consideration for the defendant's promise, 
does not prevent the plaintiff from suing for breach of 
the defendant's agreement. A promise by A. to B, to 
marry the niece of B. is a good consideration for a pro- 
mise by B. to make A. a yearly allowance, although A. has 
already contracted to marry the niece (Shadwell v, Shad- 
well, 9 W. R. 163, 9 OC. B. N.S. 159); and a promise by 
the plaintiffs to deliver a cargo of coals to the defendants 
is a good consideration for the defendant's promise to 
unload the coals, although the defendant had previously 
bought the coals of other persons, who had directed de- 
livery thereof to be made by the plaintiffs to the defen. 
dant (Scotson v. Pegg, 9 W. R. 280, 6 H, & N, 295), Of 
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this class the very recent decision in Bolton v. Madden 
(22 W. R. 207) may be cited as an instance. The plain- 
tiff and the defendant subscribed to a charity, the ob- 
jects of which were elected by the subscribers. It was 
agreed between them that if-the plaintiff would give 
twenty-eight votes for an object of the charity whom 
the defendant favoured, the defendant would, at the next 
election, give twenty-eight votes for such object as the 
plaintiff should then favour. The plaintiff performed 
his part of the agreement, but the defendant made default. 
It was objected that this eontract was invalid,on the ground 
that the subscriber to a charity is under an obligation to 
give his votes for the best object, and that the plaintiff, 
if he gave his vote for the best candidate at the first 
election, incurred neither trouble nor prejudice, so that 
there was no consideration for the defendant’s promise ; 
and that if he gave his vote for the candidate whom he 
did not think the best, the contract was void as being 
against public policy. The Court of Queen’s Bench 
held the agreement binding, on the ground that the 
subscriber to a charity may give his vote as he pleases, 
and is answerable only to his own conscience and reputa- 
tion for the method in which he exercises his power. 
The contention that if the plaintiff at the first election 
in point of fact voted for the best candidate, he thereby 
incurred no trouble, as he was already bound so to do, 
seems to be answered by the decisions in Shadwell v. 
Shadwell (uli sup.) and Scotson v. Pegg (ubi sup.), for 
even if it was no detriment to the plaintiff to vote accord- 
ing to the defendant’s request, yet it was an advantage 
to the latter to ensure that the candidate whom he 
favoured should receive the plaintiff's support; and the 
fact that the defendant could rely upon the plaintiff's 
promise to vote as he requested was a sufficient benefit 
to him to render binding his own undertaking with the 
plaintiff; it therefore became immaterial that the 
plaintiff was otherwise bound to vote (if indeed he was 
bound to vote at all) for the object whom he deemed 
most deserving. Moreover, the duty cast upon the 
plaintiff to vote for the best candidate was only a moral 
obligation, and, being of no account in law for the 
purpose of contract, did not fetter the exercise of the 
plaintiff's discretion (Beawmont v. Reeve, 8 Q. B. 483). 
The decision of the Court of Queen’s Bench in Bolton v. 
Madden seems to have been well warranted by the 
authority of preceding cases. 

Another mode of stating the above-mentioned doctrine 
is that simple contracts must be mutual, that is, that 
each party shall be bound to do, or not to do, or to 
suffer to be done, something ; thus, where B. contracted 
in writing to work for a manufacturer in his trade, and 
for no other person during twelve months, and so on 
from twelve months to twelve months, until B. should 
give notice, it was held that the agreement was bad for 
want of mutuality, the manufacturer not having been 
bound to employ B. (Sykes v. Dixon, 9 A. & E. 693). 
From cases proceeding upon this principle must be 
distinguished those decisions where it has been held 
that a promise to do a certain thing upon the perform- 
ance of a consideration is valid, although at the time of 
the promise it may be uncertain whether the considera- 
tien will be performed. In Mills v. Blackall (11 Q. B. 
358, 364), Patteson, J., remarks, “The mutuality of obli- 
gation is not a sound criterion. In a contract of 
guarantee for further advances to a third person, the 
plaintiff is not always bound to make the advances; but 
the duty to see him harmless arises upon the advances 
being made.” In Kennaway v. Treleavan (5 M. & W. 
498, 501), Parke, B., in giving judgment, says, “ But a 
great number of the cases are of contracts not binding 
on both sides at the time when made, and in which the 
whole duty to be performed reste with one of the con- 
tracting parties. A guarantee falls under that class; 
when a person says, ‘In case you choose to employ this 
man as your agent for a week, I will be responsible for 
all such sums as he shall receive during that time, and 
neglect to pay over to you’—the party indemnified is no 





pasar Sa 
therefore bound to employ the person designa by the 


guarantee, but if he do employ him, then the 


attaches and becomes binding on the party who gave it” 


The objection that a contract was bad for want: of 


mutuality, and was not supported by any consideration, 


was vainly urged in the recent case of The Great Northern 
Railway Company v. Witham (22 W. R. 48,L. Rg 
C. P. 16, noticed ante p. 240). The plaintiffs having ad. 
vertised for tenders for the supply of iron, the defendant 
offered to deliver any quantity which they might order; 
his tender was accepted, but he failed to supply all the 
iron which they required, and was sued for the 
breach of this contract by the railway company, who ob. 
tained the verdict. It was argued on behalf of the de. 
fendant that the verdict could not be upheld, for the 
contract was unilateral, and was not binding upon him, 
It is plain that the company were not bound to give 
order for iron, and it clearly lay within their option 
whether the defendant should reap any benefit from the 
agreement into which he had entered. These reagong 
did not prevail with the judges of the Court of Common 
Pleas, who refused to disturb the verdict. They were of 
opinion that the contract was valid, for, when an order 
was given by the plaintiffs, they were bound to 

the iron supplied by the defendant in performance of if, 
and to pay the price. This case strongly resembles the 
judicial opinions as to the liability of guarantors and 
‘sureties, which have been above cited. The real con- 
sideration for the defendant’s promise to supply the goods 
was the plaintiffs’ promise to pay for the goods when 
supplied by him; if no goods were ordered by the 
plaintiffs, he suffered no loss on that account. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
Discovery in Equity. 
Elmer v. Creasy, L.C. & L.J., 22 W. R. 141, L, R. 
9 Ch. 69. 


The general rule that a defendant in equity, if he 


answers at all, must answer fully, is thoroughly settled 
as a leading doctrine of equity practice, and even in cases 
where its application is attended with much hardship 
to the defendant, attempts to procure its relaxation 
have always been difficult, and when they have been 
successful, the indulgence has been granted rather 
through ingenious evasions of the rule than by avowedly 
admitting exceptions to it. In Swinborne v. Nelson 
(1 W. R. 155, 16 Beav. 416) the plaintiff was a patentee 
who charged the defendant with infringing his patent, 
and required him to set out accounts relating to the sale 
of an article made and sold by the defendant in alleged 
violation of the plaintiff's patent. The defendant alleged 
that the article in question was made by a process quite 
different from that patented by the plaintiff, and on this 
ground refused to give the accounts relating to its sale. 
Lord Romilly held that as the defendant had not putin 
a plea he was bound to answer fully, and required him 
to give these accounts. The case went to the Lords 
Justices on appeal, and they directed the exceptions to 
the answer, or the appeal against the order allowing the 
exceptions, to stand over till the hearing, upon the defen- 
dant’s consenting to certain terms which they 

(see L. R. 9 Ch. 73). In Clegg v. Edmondson (reported 
before the Master of the Rolls, 22 Beay. 125) the Cowt 
of Appeal resorted to a similar device, and the eventual 
decision showed the reasonableness of this course, singe 
the plaintiffs failed at the hearing to establish their 
title, and the voluminous accounts required by the inter- 
rogatories would, if given, have been quite useless (se 
3K. & J. 392). Wood, V.C., in De la Rue v. 

(3 K. & J, 388), took a further step by making an adverse 
order that exceptions for insufficiency should stand over 
to the hearing. In all these cases the title of the plain- 
tiff to the relief sought was denied by the 
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“the defendant gives such an admission as is sufficient 





“Ktis commonly understood, one would have supposed the 


the only exception being where the clause is so drawn 
that the obligation to payment only arises upon a deter- 
 tination by arbitration, or in other words, when the 
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rule thus laid down was expressed, in Lockett v. Locket? 
yl WwW. R. 476, L. R. 4 Ch. at p. 340), by Selwyn, L.J., 
follows: —‘‘ Where with respect to any particular 
t the plaintiff's right to the account is denied, but 


for all the objects of the suit up to and including the 
decree, the defendant need not give any further detuils 
ing the account.” a 
Elmer v. Creasy (ubi sup.) it was attempted to 
extend this rule to a case where the title of the plaintiff 
was admitted by the defendant. The bill was filed by 
the heir-at-law of a mortgagor against a mortgagee in 
on for redemption, and accounts were required 
the rents received. The defendant admitted the plain- 
s title, but refused to give the accounts on the ground 
they could be obtained under the decree in Cham- 
ers, but the Full Court of Appeal, affirming the decision 
of Malins, V.C., allowed exceptions to his answer. 

The 25th rule in the schedule to the Judicature Act of 
1873 is by no means so framed as to prevent questions 
gsto consequential discovery from arising, and it is to 
be hoped that the new rules at present under considera- 
tion will deal clearly and explicitly with this point. 
Practical experience of the effect of the strict rule of the 
Court of Chancery will certainly suggest that the reasons 
for postponing the plaintiff's right to call for discovery 
as to the details of an account until after his right to 
have an account at all has been determined, greatly pre- 
ponderate over those alleged in favour of the contrary 


course. 





COMMON LAW. 
Precert or Scuoot Boarp. 


Shelley School Board v. Overseers of Shelley, Q.B., 
22 W. R. 154, 

We notice this as a decision of some practical impor- 
tance under the Elementary Education Act, 1870. The 
overseers in their return to a mandamus ordering them 
to pay a sum of money in obedience to a precept of the 
School Board, set up the defence that the sums required 
to be paid were required for meeting expenses incurred 
in providing accommodation for children not resident 
within the parish. The Court held the return insuffi- 
gient, because it did not allege that any extra expense 
had been incurred beyond what was necessary for the 
parish (which, perhaps, somewhat savoured of special 
pleading), but they also intimated an opinion, which is 
of much more practical importance, that the objection 
cannot be raised in this way, but should be taken before 
the auditors, under section 60, by claiming to have any 
moneys improperly spent disallowed in the accounts, 





ArprTrRaTION CLAUSE—LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


Dawson v. Fitzgerald, Ex., 22 W. R. 162, L. R. 9 
Ex. 7. 


This decision is the boldest act of judicial legislation 
(mot excepting the decisions under the Bankruptcy Act) 
which we can recall within any recent times. The action 
‘Was brought by a tenant on a covenant by his landlord 
‘to keep down the hares and rabbits on the land; and 
that if the landlord should keep so many as to injure the 
‘trees, &c., he would pay the plaintiff a fair and reason- 
able compensation. The defendant pleaded that one of 
the terms of the tenancy was, that if any such injury 
Were done by the defendant he would pay a fair and 
Xeasonable compensation, the amount of which should, 
in case of difference, be referred to arbitration, and that 
no arbitrators had been appointed, nor award made. 
This plea was demurred to, and, according to the law as 


demurrer must have been successful. Hitherto no deci- 
ion has trenched upon the rule of law that an arbitra- 
tion clause does not oust the jurisdiction of the Courts; 


determination of a sum by arbitration is a condition pre- 
cedent to anything becoming due. In the present case, 
however, it is to be observed that the whole deed was 
not set out, so that in order to determine in favour of 
the defendant it was necessary to hold that a clause in 
the form set out in the plea, wherever it occurred in the 
deed containing the covenant sued upon, was a good plea 
in bar to an action on the separate and independent 
covenant to pay. for the damage, so that the 
only kind of action which could be maintained 
would be an action for a sum awarded, or an action 
for refusing to appoint arbitrators. The Court, however, 
have not only decided that the plea was good; they 
have decided that it was good upon the broad ground 
that wherever an arbitration clause occurs in an instru- 
ment which contains an independent covenant to pay 
damages, it furnishes a good answer to an action on the 
covenant. If this is law, we cannot help asking why it 
should have been thought necessary to enact the 11th 
section of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, and 
why defendants have so often troubled themselves to 
apply under that section for orders to stay actions— 
applications which judges, exercising the discretion 
vested in them by that section, have so often refused ? 
A much more simple remedy seems by this decision to 
have been open to them all the while. The rule of law, 
indeed, by which they were deterred from raising this 
defence, is declared by the Court to have ceased to exist; 
the authority, however, for that proposition does not 
ascend higher than the present case. But we must add 
that this decision was not unanimous. It was pro- 
nounced by Kelly, C.B., and Pigott, B.; but Bramwell, 
B., emphatically dissented from it, in a judgment where 
both the authority and the good sense and reason of 
what we must still believe to be the rule are expressed 
with all his usual force and clearness. It is impossible 
to rely on the authority of the case, which can, we 
think, scarcely fail of being appealed against. 
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We have observed with some surprise that in some of 
our contemporaries Mr. Locock Webb, of the Chancery 
Bar (who was one of the legal candidates at the recent 
election), is described as Q.C. This is so far from being 
the case that the learned gentleman in question, though 
in 1868 he had some thoughts of applying (or actually 
applied) for the honour of a silk gown, immediately 
afterwards reconsidered his determination (or withdrew 
his application), and he has not since sought, and has, we 
believe, no intention whatever of seeking, for any such 
appointment. 

A somewhat novel point in connection with the elections 
is reported from Kidderminster. It appears that a man who 
was admitted to the workhouse some time ago, under a note 
from the medical officer, was fetched from the workhouse on 
the day of the Parliamentary election and taken to the poll, 
and the question arose whether these proceedings were legal. 
The chairman said it was an abstract question. The man 
could give notice of his intention to leave the house and then 
he could do what he chose. Mr. Holloway said the pauper, 
being on the register, had a right to vote, and no one could 
stop him from voting, but on a scrutiny his vote could be 
disallowed as that of a pauper. The clerk said he did not see 
that they need discuss the question, and when pressed for 
an answer to the question, said he did not see anything 
illegal in the matter. 

The gossips have naturally been busy during the last 
week, and rumours of various kinds have been set afloat. 
The Chief Justice, who was at one time promoted to the 
Chancellorship, is now to be raised to the peerage, as a reward 
for resigning in favour of Sir John Karslake. Aceording to 
the London correspondent of the Leeds Mereury a similar 
kind office is to to be performed by Sir James Hannen in 
favour of Mr. Huddleston, Q.C., the reward of benevolence 
being, in this case, a seat in the Court of Appeal. 

The Senatus of the University of St. Andrew's have con- 
ferred the degree of LL.D. on Mr. John Boyd Baxter, soli- 





citor, Dundee, formerly President of the Society of Procu- 
rators in Scotland, 
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REVIEWS. 


STEPHEN’S COMMENTARIES. 


Mr. Serjeant Stephen’s New Commentaries on the Laws 
of England. Seventh Edition. By James Sreruen, 
LL.D., Judge of County Courts. Fourvols. Butter- 
worths. 1874. 

A work which has reached a seventh edition needs no 
other testimony to its usefulness. And when a law 
book of the size and costliness of these Commentaries 
passes through many editions, it must be taken as estab- 
lished that it supplies a need felt in all branches of the 
profession, and probably, to some extent, also outside 
the profession. It is difficult indeed to name a law 
book of more general utility than the one before us. 
It is (as regards the greater part) not too technical for 
the lay reader and not too full of detail for the law 
student, while it is an accurate and (considering its 
design) a singularly complete guide to the practitioner. 
This result is due in no small degree to the mode 
in which the successive editions have been revised: 
the alterations in the law being concisely embodied and 
carefully interwoven with the previous material; form- 
ing a refreshing contrast to the lamentable spectacle 
presented by certain works, into which successive learned 
editors have pitchforked headnotes of cases, thereby ren- 
dering each edition more unconnected and confusing 
than its predecessor. 

The important changes introduced into the law since 
the last edition of this work was published, in 1868, have 
necessitated extensive alterations, and we have gone 
through the volumes with some care to ascertain the 
manner in which these alterations have been effected. As 
the result of our examination, we may say that the new 
law has in general been accurately and tersely stated, and 
its relation to the old law carefully pointed out. The 
completeness with which the various statutory changes 
and the leading decisions in each branch of the law are 
upticed is indeed as surprising as it is satisfactory. In 
dealing with the subject of the alterations introduced by 
the Judicature Act, Mr. Stephen has on the whole been 
very successful. He appears to have noticed under the 
proper heads al! the various provisions of the Act, and has 
described in a separate chapter, in vol. 3, the general con- 
stitution of the Supreme Court; weaving into chapter 
10 of the same volume the rules with reference to pro- 
cedure. His statements of the provisions of the Act are 
usually accurate, but we notice in one place a curious 
mistake. In note (f) on p. 342, section 25 of the Judica- 
ture Act is correctly described as providing that “in any 
cause or proceediug for damages arising ’’ [out of a colli- 
sion] “ between two ships, if both ships shall be found to 
have been in fault, the rules hitherto in force in the 
Court of Admiralty, so far as they have been at variance 
with the rules in force in the [Courts of] Common Law, 
shall prevail.” But on page 454, note {y), we are in- 
formed that the same section declares that “in collision 
suits, where both ships are in fault, the rules in force in 
the common law courts (which make contributory negli- 
gence fatal to the action) shall prevail over the rules of the 
Court of Admiralty.” Again, on p. 492, note (d), the state- 
ment that “the plaintiff is enabled to assign his cause or 
matter to any one of the divisions of the High Court 
(not being the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division) 
as he may think fit,” is certainly too bold a paraphrase 
of section 35, which expressly states that, “subject to 
any rules of Court, and to the provisions hereinbefore 
contained” —i.e., subject to section 34, which assigns 
“ all causes and ma‘iers” of certain kinds to particular 
divisions of the High Court. 

The errors or omissions we have noticed are, how- 
ever, extremely few, and we mention them, not as 
seriously detracting from the value of the book, but 
in order that they may be corrected or supplied in 
the next edition. In vol. 2, p. 295, there should be 
added to the account of Talfourd’s Act a reference to 





——= 
the Act of last session (36 & 37 Vict. c. 12), repealing ang 
re-enacting with alterations, that statute. A su , 
of the provisions of the Agricultural Children’s soa 
last session (36 & 37 Vict. c. 67) should be added to the 
chapter on the laws relating to education. And in the 
passage relating to the appraisement of 4 distress, on p, 
256 of vol. 3, “the distress may be appraised by two 
sworn appraisers,” the word “sworn”’ should be omi 
section 13 of 35 & 36 Vict. c. 92, having provided that no 
oath shall be required from the appraiser. We are not 
surprised that this provision should have escaped the 
vigilance of Mr. Stephen, for it is hidden away in an Act 
to render unnecessary the general appointment of parish 
constables, and when, in an article last year, we alluded 
to it, we were amused to receive several communications 
questioning the accuracy of our statement that sucha 
provision had been enacted. 


The Law and Practice of Election Petitions, with an 
Appendix containing the Parliamentary Elections Act, 
1868; the General Rules of Procedure made by the 
Election Judges ; Forms of Petitions, etc. By Hunny 
Harpcastxe, Barrister-at-Law. London: Stevens & 
Haynes. 1874. 


This forms a useful supplement to Bushby on Elections, 
the fourth edition of which, by Mr. Hardcastle, we re. 
viewed a few weeks ago, That work contains chapters 
on corrupt practices, and therefore that subject is not 
included in the volume now under review, which treats 
merely of practice and procedure. The indexes and re- 
ferences are complete, and show no traces of hasty com. 
pilation. The book, therefore, was probably in a 
forward state before the recent dissolution. It will be 
useful to all who have anything to do practically with 
election petitions, especially in giving assistance and 
information on matters preliminary to the trial, such as 
recognizances, particulars, and the like. 


Works REcEIvED. 


The History of the Common Law of Great Britain and 
Gaul. By Joun Pym Yeatman, Barrister-at-Law. Part 
1. Stevens & Sons. 1874. 

Equity in the County Court. Second Edition. By 
Henry Freperick Gissons and NATHANIEL NATHAN, 
Barristers-at-Law. Horace Cox. 1874. 








NOTES. 


Amongst the results of the change of ministry will be, 
it is believed, the elevation of Dr. Ball to the office of 
Lord Chancellor of Ireland, and the consequent vacancy of 
a seat in the House of Commons for the University of 
Doblin. Already there are a host of candidates who (or 
whose friends on their behalf) are looking for the honour 
of being selected to fill the vacancy. So far as has yet 
transpired they are all, with one somewhat singular ex- 
ception, practising barristers. This might, indeed, have 
been anticipated from the nature of the constituency, 
because it can seldom happen that a candidate of 6 
cient academica) distinction to be entitled to aspire 
to such a seat will not become either a clergyman or 
a barrister, and as the clergy are by law excluded from 
the Honse of Commons, the representation naturally falls 
into the hands of the Bar; and the annals of all the 
universities in the kingdom show an almost unbroken series 
of “lawyer representatives.” Among the lawyers who 
have been named as actual or probable candidates for the 
anticipated vacancy, wo observe the name of Ist, Mr, 
Henry M. Pilkington, Esq. Q.C.—This gentleman 
graduated in the year 1833 without honours, and has been 
for nearly forty years in practice at the Irish Bar, prinei- 
pally in Chancery, where he has for some years held @ 
considerable practice as @ Queen's Counsel. He has been 
a very active and efficient member of the General Synod of 
the Disestablished Church. 2nd, Frederick R. 

Esq., Q.C.—This gentleman is a graduate of the 
University, but his name is not to be found either 
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ever, informed that he obtained several college Honours 
of the first rank. He is one of the leaders of the North 
fast Bar, where he has for several years enjoyed almost 

uted pre-eminence, and will in all probability be 
one of the law officers of the Crown, if not at ouce, upon 


_ gnearly opportunity. 3rd. T. A Purcell, Esq., Q.C.—This 


an graduated in 1839 without honours. He has for 

many years been a prominent member of the Irish 
Bar. He has great weight with an important 
geotion of the electors, amongst whom he is very 
lar. 4th. A. E. Miller, Esq., Q.C.—This gentleman 

in the Calendar as a University scholar of 1849, 

and the holder of two gold medals (1st in Mathematics 
and Physics and 2nd in Classics) at the degree 
He was called to the English 
bar in 1854 (having gained a studentship from the 
Council of Legal Education), and obtained a silk gown from 
Lord Hatherley about two years ago. His candidature is 
being promoted on the ground of his academical distinc- 
tions alone, and, to a great extent, irrespective of party 
feeling, though we do not suppose that this can 
ever be quite absent from a contested election. 
6th. Gerald Fitzgibbon, Esq., Q.C.—This gentleman ob- 
tained a University scholarship in 1858, and two medals 
(8rd gold in Classics, and 8rd silver in English Literature), 
at the degree examination of 1857. He isa very rising 
member of the Irish Bar, and obtained a silk gown from 
lord O'Hagan in 1872. Ue was, while still outside the 
bar, Honorary Secretary to the Council of Law Reporting in 
Ireland, and is now a member of that Council. He has taken 


' a leading part in.the proceedings of the general Synod. 


6th, The Hon. Richard Clere Parsons.—This gentleman is 
the younger brother of the Earl of Rosse, and is the only 
announced candidate who is not a lawyer. He passed his 
degree examination last October, when he obtained a gold 
medal (second in Experimental Science). We are at aloss 
to understand on what ground he has been selected, save 
that we are informed that there is a strong body amongst 
the resident Fellows who are “tired of lawyers.” No 
difference of political creed sufficient to call for notice is 
observable amongst the candidates. 


The Railway News states that the French Court of Cassa- 
tion has recently decided that a railway company may be 
responsible for the loss of luggage, even if no declaration of 
the contents of such luggage has been made, provided that 
the missing or damaged objects are the bond side prey of 
the traveller, and are his personal luggage, in the ordinary 
acceptation of the term. It is evident, says our contempo- 
tary, that under the expression ‘‘conditions and require- 
ments of his journey,” the Court referred to samples of 
goods, patterns, and similar collections required for the 
mecess of a commercial traveller's journey, and finally 
wttled the question that has given rise to so many complaints 
and lawsuits, as to the liability of railway companies for 
of luggage, from the want of an official interpretation, 
ving authority to the experts to decideon what may be 
legally considered as personal luggage and what may not, 
and to assess the damages accordingly. And, finally, they 
y it down’as incontrovertible that the responsibility of the 
Company extends to all the passengers’ luggage, whether 
Tegistered or not. 





The following members of the Irish bar have been made 
Queen’s Counsel :—Mr. Robert Ferguson (Chairman of 
Quarter Sessions, West Riding, co. Cork, called Michaelmas 
Term, 1839), Mr. John Chute Neligan (Chairman of Quarter 
Sessions, co. Leitrim, Trinity term, 1849), Mr. Edward F. 
Litton (Easter Term, 1849), and Mr. Thomas E. Webb (Pro« 
1861) of Laws in the University of Dublin, Hilary Term, 


The Albany Law Journal notices tke case of Ottumwa 
ev. Lewis, 34 Iowa, 67, in which the plaintiff was the 
owner of the third storey of a building, and the defendant 
owned the two lower stories and the ground upon which the 
ding stood. The roof becoming out of repair, the plain- 
fg aha the defendant to repair it, which he refused to 
de, The plaintiff repaired it and brought an action torecover 











the cost. The court held that he could not recover; that 
each party was the owner of a distinct dwelling. Several 
analogous cases were cited. In Tenant v. Goldwin, 2 Ld. 
Raym. 1091, it was said that if one man have the upper 
part of a house and another the lower part, each may compel 
the other to repair his part in preservation of the other. In 
an anonymous case, 11 Mod. 7, it was held that the owner 
of the lower room may compel the owner of the upper room 
to repair his roof. In Loring v. Bacon, 4 Mass. 575, the 
upper tenant brought an action against the lower to recover 
a part of the costs of repairing the roof. The court held that 
the action could not be maintained. In Cheeseborough v. 
Green, 10 Conn. 318, the plaintiff owned and occupied the 
foundation and first and second stories of a building, and 
the defendant owned the third storey and roof. The defen- 
dant suffered the roof to become leaky to the damage of the 
plaintiff, who brought an action on the case. The Court 
held that the action would not lie, but that the plaintiff's 
remedy must be sought in equity. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Countine Votes. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal] 


Sir,—The mode of counting the votes at the late Parlia- 
mentary election in Liverpool seems to be a very admirable 
one, as detailed in the Solicitors’ Journal for last week, but 
section 37 of the Ballot Act appears to have been alto- 
gether overlooked. This rule provides that the unused 
and spoilt ballot papers shall be counted in the presence 
of the agents of the candidates, in order to verify the 
accounts rendered by the various presiding officers. As 
there is in your article no reference made to the above 
important rule, I shall be obliged if you will state what 
was actually done. LEx. 


[We are informed that the agents were satisfied with 
the verification of each ballot paper account by the number 
of ballot papers used and recorded, and that they waived 
the further verification.—Ep, 8S. J.] 













COURTS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
LIVERPOOL, 
(Before J. F. Cottier, Esq., Judge.) 


Feb. 12.—Bayley v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway 
Company. 
Samples and accounts are not personal or ordinary luggage 
of a commercial traveller so as to make a railway company liable 
Sor their detention. 


Sutton appeared for the plaintiff, and Bellringer for the 
defendants. 

His Honour said :—The facts of this case, as I find them, 
arethese: The plaintiff, a commercial traveller, reached the 
Exchange station of the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway 
Company on the morning of the 21st July last. He gave 
his luggage, consisting of a portmanteau, hatbox, and bag, 
into the custody of one of the company’s servants, telling 
him it was for Nelson. The plaintiff then took a third-class 
ticket for Nelson, and before getting into his carriage saw 
his portmanteau on a truck near the luggage van of tha 
train. He again told the porter in charge of the truck 
that it was for Nelson. The portmanteau was not labelled 
or directed, but it had the first letters of plaintiff's 
Christian and surname engraved ona brass plate. It con- 
tained wearing apparel, a number of sheetsof paper, called 
in the particulars “ samples,” but more properly described 
as “ patterns,” which he was to use, and which were neces- 
sary for his use as a salesman for a commercial firm; it 
also contained his journey accountsand an account book or 
books. On the journey to Nelson the portmanteau was 
handed by a stranger out of a third-class carriage to the 
station-master at an intermediate station, with the state. 
ment that a passenger to whom it belonged had got out at 
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@ previous station. On the plaintiff’s arrival at Nelson it } 
was missed, and it did not reach him until about a week 
after, when he found it at his own home at Liverpool, to 
which it had been brought by the railway company. At 
Nelson, the plaintiff expressed his intention of going on to 
Leeds, which was a place on his journey, and the station 
master at Nelson undertook to write for the portmanteau 
(there was no telegraph), and to forward it to Leeds if he 
got it. The plairtiff claims damages for his detention at 
Leeds in consequence of the loss of the portmanteau, rest- 
ing his claim, as I read his particulars, on his deprivation 
of the patterns and accounts; he also claims for wearing 
apparel which he was obliged to buy, and for a journey ! 
from Leeds to Liverpool and back to fetch clean clothes. 
I think I may at once dismiss these two latter claims. In 
the first place, I do not think the particulars include wear- 
ing apparel ; and, in the second, the plaintiff cannot claim 
compensation for wearing apparel which he retains. And 
Iam of opinion that the journey to Liverpool was too re- 
mote a result, if any, of the loss of the portmanteau on which 
to fonnd a claim against the company. It remains to be 
seen whether he can recover in respect of detention of the 
samples and accounts. It was contended that these articles 
were not ordinary or personal luggage, and that the rail- 
way company were not bound to carry them, and were, 
therefore, not liable for damage arising out of their loss or 
detention. The company’s Act of Parliament was not put 
in. I shall, therefore, assume that the sections relating to 
passengers’ luggage are to the same effect as those usually 
found in railway Acts, viz., that each passenger was allowed 
to take with him his ordivary luggage, not exceeding a 
certain weight, free of charge. The question of what is 
and what is not personal or ordinary luggage has received 
much consideration in the cases, amongst others, of Cahill 
v. The London and North Western Railway Company, 10 
W. R. 391,13 C. B. N. S. 818; Phelps v. The London and 
North Western Railway Company, 13 W. R. 782, 19 C. B. 
N. S. 322; and Macrow v. The Great Western Railway 
Company, 19 W. R. 873, L. R. 6 Q. B.612. In Phelps v. 
The London and North Western Railway Company, which is 
in many respects an analogous case to this, it was held that 
title deeds and securities conveyed by an attorney in his 
portmanteau were not personal luggage. In that case 
Chief Justice Erle says, “‘ It is agreed on all hands that it 
is impossible to draw any very well defined line as to what 
is and what is net necessary or ordinary luggage for a 
traveller. But the general habits and wants of mankind 
must be taken to be in the mind of the carrier when he 
receives a passenger for conveyance, and the law makes 
him responsible for all such things as may fairly be carried 
by the passenger for his personal use.” In Macrow v. The 
Great Western Railway Company Chief Justice Cockburn 
says, “ We hold the true rule to be that whatever the pas- 
senger takes with him for his personal use or convenience, 
according to the habits or wants of the particular class to | 
which he belongs, cither with reference to the immediate 
necessities or to the ultimate purpose of the journey, must 
be considered personal luggage ;” and he goes on to instance 
the gun or fishing-rod of the sportsman, the easel of the 
artist, the books of the student, &. In both these cases 
the learned judges, while giving a liberal interpretation to 
the meaning of personal luggage, confine it to articles in- 
tended for the personal use of the traveller; and there I 
think the line must be drawn, that is to say, between 
articles intended for personal use and articles connected 
with trade or commerce. If not, the liabilities of rail- 
way companies would be incalculable, and a wide door 
would be opened to frand. We must consider what was 
in the contemplation of the parties. It would be a very 
great strain upon the ordinary interpretation of words, and 
Bpon common sense, to hold that a company contracting to 
carry & man and his ordinary luggage, contracted to carry 
samples which might be of almost priceless value, and ac. 
count books, the lossof which could hardly be compensated 
by money. For these reasons I think that the samples 
and accounts, on the detention of which this case is founded, 
do not come within the definition of ordinary or personal 
luggage, and my judgment is for the defendants, Although 
the sum claimed in this case is small, I have thought it 
desirable to consider the subject at some length, aa it is 
one of great importance both to railway companies and to 
the public, 
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LORD MAYOR’S COURT. 
Feb. 18.—Lane v. Oakes ; Mackenzie, Garnishee, 


Married Woman's Property Act, s.7—‘ Become entitled to"— 


Reduction into possession. 


This was an attachment cause tried at the 
sittings of this Court, when a verdict was obtained for the 
plaintiff. It appeared at the trial, that the money 
to be attached, amounting to £137, was bequeathed to the 
defendant's wife before her marriage, subject to a life in. 
terest. The defendant married in 1871. The life intereg¢ 
expired in 1873, when the defendant and his wife presented 
a joint petition to the Court of Chancery, where the estate 
was being administered, to pay to the husband, in right of 
his wife, the money in question. In pursuance of that peti. 
tion the money was paid to the garnishee, who was the 
attorney and agent of the defendant, and in his hands ig 
was attached by the plaintiff or creditor of the defendant, 
A rule for a new trial having been obtained on the grounds 
that there had been no reduction into possession, and that 
the case came within section 7 of the Married Woman's 
Property Act, 

Kemp, for the plaintiff, showed cause.—The husband's 
receiving the fund or authorising some one to receive it for 
him, is enough to change the wife’s interest in the property 
and reduce it into possession of the husband (Fleet y, 
Perrins, 17 W. R. 862; Jones v. Cuthbertson, 20 W. R. 381). 
Mrs. Oakes became entitled to the money when the will 
was proved in 1865. Her right was perfect before the 


expiration of the life interest, and, therefore, the Married — 


Woman’s Property Act, which did not come into force till 
1870, does not apply. She became entitled before, and not 
during, her marriage. 

McCall, for the garnishee, in support of his rule-——There 
was no reduction into the possession of the husband. This 
is often a difficult question to determine ; the onus is upon 
the plaintiff to show “some clear and distinct act” on the 
part of the husband (Scarpellini v. Aitcheson, 7 Q. B. 
864). In Hart v. Stevens (6 Q. B. 937) the interest ona 
promissory note given to the wife before marriage was 
received by the husband during coverture, and it was held 
not sufficient to reduce the debt into the possession of the 
husband. In Proley. Soady (16 W. R. 445), where the fand 
was carried over to the joint account of husband and wife, 
it was held no reduction into possession by the husband. 
‘‘ Reduction into possession is a question of intention, there- 
fore the joint authority of husband and wife negatives any 
intention on the husband's part to reduce the money into 
possession,” per Cleasby, B., Jones v. Cuthbertson (21 
W. R. 919). Secondly, the case comes within section 7 of 
the Married Woman’s Property Act, which provides ivter 
alia that ‘‘ Where any woman married after the passing of 
this Act shall, during her marriage, become entitled to 
any sum not exceeding £200, under any will, such property 
shall belong to the woman for her separate use.” It was 
intended so far to do for married women what is somes 
times accomplished by marriage settlements. The Act is 
to be construed with reference to its policy (Winter ¥. 
Winter, 16 L. J. Ch. 112), Her property in expectancy 
needed no such protection, but that in possession, or capable 
of being reduced, did, being subject to the marital rights 
of the husband, and the language of the section bears out 
this view. This section, as well as the 8th, which refers 
to real property, follows the language of the usual covenant 
in o marriage settlement. In Archer v. Kelly (8 W. B 
684) Kindersley, V.C., held that ‘‘ became entitled” signi- 
fied @ change of condition from expectancy to possession. 
According to the plaintiffs construction, the language of the 
section should have been “shall become entitled to any 
interest whatsoever” (Mackenzie's Trusts, 15 W. R. 662). 
The constraction for which I contend is upheld in Clinton's 
Trust (20 W. R. 326), where Wickens, V.C., discusses all the 
cases. The wife of the defendant, therefore, became entitled 
to this money upon the death of the tenant for life, that is 
during her marriage, and after the passing of this Act. The 
money being, therefore, due to the wife, and the jadgment 
being against the husband, this is not a debt owing or 
accruing to the judgment debtor, so as to be attac 
(Dingley v. Robinson, 26 L. J. Vix. 455). 

The Dervrr-Recorper (Sir Thomas Chambers).—Ia 
this case an action was brought against the defendant 
the garnishee, and the question was, whether a sum of 
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money in the hands of the garnishee could be attached by 
the plaintiff. At the trial a verdict was found for the 


plaintiff. Objection was made by Mr. McCall, for the 


ishee, that the money in question was bequeathed to 


_ the wife of the defendant, and was reduced into possession 


thehusband. This objection is not tenable. The hus- 


- pand and wife presented a joint petition to the Conrt of 


Chancery, and upon that petition an order was made for 
the money to be paid to the defendant in right of his wife. 
The money was paid to the garnishee, under a power of 
attorney given by the husband alone. That is sufficient to 
reduce the fund into the possession of the husband. 

The second objection made was that under the Married 
Woman’s Property Act this money belonged to the wife for 
her separate use, and therefore cou!d not be attached for 
the debt of the husband. Two cases in particular were 
cited where it was decided, upon similar terms in a 
marriage settlement, that such words covered a reversion- 
ary interest which falls into possession during coverture. 
The property of the defendant’s wife in this case would be 
protected by such acovenant. These cases (Archer v. Kelly 
and Clinton's Trust, ubi sup.) were decided by Kindersley, 
V.C., and Wickens, V.C., and their decisions seem to me 
to apply to this section of the Act. Althongh at first the 
property seemed to me to be urprotected by the statute, 
after conferring with Quain, J., I think the case comes 
within the protection of the statute. 
therefore, the rule will be made absolute for a new trial. 
I make no order as to costs. 

Solicitors for the garnishee, Lake, Beaumont, ¥ Lake. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Reep, Lane, § Co. 








APPOINTMENTS. 





J.W. Mellor. Mr. Dugdale was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1862, and is a member of the 
Midland Circuit. 


Mr. Harry Bopxtn Powanp, barrister-at-law, has been | 
appointed Recorder of Dover, in succession to Sir William | 
Bodkin, who was elected High Steward of the town and | 





Term, 1842, and is a member of the Western Circuit. He 
was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1866, and was appointed 
Recorder of Penzance in 1862, and was recently trans- 
ferred to the Recordership of Plymouth and Devonport. 

Mr. CHARLES KAYE FRESHFIELD, until lately solicitor tothe 
Bank of England, one of the newly elected members for the 
borough of Dover, is the eldest surviving son of the late 
James William Freshfield, Esq., F.R.S., of Mynthurst 
Surrey (who was many years M.P. for Falmouth), by Mary, 
daughter of John Blackett, Esq., aud was born in 1812. 
He was educated at the Charterhouse, and was admitted 
an attorney in Easter Term, 1834, Hesat in Parliament 
as member for Dover from 1865 to 1868, being uusuccessful 
at the last general election. Mr. Freshfield is a commis- 
sioner of Lieutenancy for the City of London, and for 
many years filled the office of solicitor to the Bank of Eng- 
land. 

Mr. Witt1am Forsyrs, Q.C., LL.D., one of the newly 


| elected members for the borough of Marylebone, is the son 


of the late Thomas Forsyth, Esq., of Liverpool, by Jane 
Campbell, daughter of the late William Hamilton, Esq., of 
Greenock, and was born in 1812. He was educated at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, of which he subsequently 
became a Fellow, and he is now Commissary of the 


| University. During his University career he obtained the 


3 ; distinction of the Chancellor's medal. 
On this ground, | “ 10 Chanceljor . 


Mr. Forsyth was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 


' 1839, and joined the Northern Circuit, but afterwards the 


Midland. He was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1857, and 
has since become a bencher of the Inner Temple. He held 
the office of Standing Counsel to the Secretary of State for 
India from 1859 to 1872, during which period he was 
offered some of the highest judicial appointments in India, 
namely, Legal Member of the Supreme Council at Calcutta, 


he Chi sti i 3engal, b f ic 
Mr. Joun Srrarrorp Duepate, barrister-at-law, has | and the Caiet Justicoship of Bengal, ‘Seth of wake Be 


‘been appointed Recorder of Grantham, in succession to Mr, | 


' Reporting from 


declined. Mr. Forsyth has been a member of the Council 
of Legal Education, and has sat on the Council of Law 
its foundation. He was returned to 


| Parliament as member for Cambridge in 1865, but was 
! unseated in the following year, on the ground that the 


| 
| 
| 
| 


port of Dover before the passing of the Municipal Corpora. | 


- tion Act, 1835, and since that time has held the office of | 
antil compelled to resign itowing to ill- | 
health. Mr. Poland wis called to the bar at the Inner | 


Recorder, 


Temple, in Trinity Serm, 1851, and is a member of the 
Home Circuit, and since July, 1865, has been one of the 
Counsel to the Treasury. 

Mr. JaMEs ALsert Freeman, solicitor, Brighton, has 
been appointed Town Clerk of Brighton, at a salary of 
£650 per annum. Mr. Freeman was admitted in 1852. 

The Rieut Hon. CuRistoryEer Pattes, Q.C., LL.D., who 
has been appointed Chief Baron of the Exchequer in 
Treland, in succession to the late Chief Baron Pigott, is 
the second son of Andrew Christopher Palles, Esq., of 
Little Mount Palles, in the county of Cavan. He was born 
in 1831, and was educated at Trinity College, Dublin. He 


was called to the bar in 1853, and was made a Queen's | 


Counsel in 1865. In 1872 he was appointed Solicitor- 
General for Ireland, and in the same year succeeded to the 
office of Attorney-General for Ireland, 

Mr. James Reproorp Bunwer, Q.C., one of the newly 
elected members for the borough of Ipswich, is the eldest 
son of the Rev. James Bulwer, Rector of Hunworth-cum- 
Stody, Norfolk, and was born on the 22nd May, 1820. He 
was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, a Bes he took 
his degree of M.A. in 1846, and was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple on the 29th January, 1847, when he joined 
the Norfolk Circuit. In 1865 ol was made a Queen’s 
Council, and in the same year he was chosen a bencher of his 
inn, Mr. Bulwer was Recorder of Ipswich from June, 1861, 
till December, 1866, when he was appointed Recorder of 
Cambridge, which office he still continues to hold. The 
learned gentlemen is editor of the Common Law Serios of 
the Law Reports, and holds the commission of Lieutenant 
Colonel in the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers, 

Me. Hunay Tuomas Conn, Q.0., the now member for 
Falmouth and Penryn, was born inthe year 1816. He 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaeimas 








office of Standing Counsel to the Secretary of State for 
India, which he then held, was an office of profit under the 
Crown. In October, 1873, having resigned that office in 
the meantime, he contested Bath against Captain Hayter, 
but was unsuccessful on that occasion. The works by 
which he is best known in the literary world are “ The Life 
of Cicero,’ which has passed through several editions ; “ The 
Captivity of Napoleon and Sir Hudson Lowe,” a three 
volume work, which has been translated into the French, 
Dutéh, German, and other languages; “‘ The History of 
Trial by Jury” (1852); “Hortensius, or the Duty and 
Office of an Advocate ” (1849) ; “ On the Law of Composi- 
tion with Creditors’ (1841), and “Cases and Opinions on 
Constitutional Law ’’ (1869). He has also been a constant 
contributor to the Edinburgh and Quarterly Reviews, and is 
the author of “ Novels and Novelists,” which gives au ac- 
count of the writers of the seventeenth century, and the 
social condition of the people of England at that time. 


Mr. Joun Water Huppteston, Q.C., one of the newly- 
elected members for the city of Norwich, is v youngest 
son of the late Thomas Huddleston, Esq., R.N., by Alethea, 
daughter of H. Hitchens, Esq., and was born in 1817. He 
was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and was called 
to the bar at Gray’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1839, when he 
joined the Oxford Circuit. In 1857 he was made a Queen’s 
Counsel, and became a bencher of Gray’s Inn. Mr 
Haddleston, who is one of the members of the Council of 
Legal Education, was M.P. for Canterbury from 1865 to 
1868. Last year he married Lady Diana De Vere Bean. 
clerk, sister of the Duke of St. Albans. 


Mr. Henry Maturr Jackson, Q.C., one of the newly- 
elected members for the borongh of Coventry, is the eldest 
son of Sir William Jackson, of Birkenhead, Cheshire, an ex- 
tensive colliery owner and iron master (who was created a 
baronet in 1869), by Elizabeth, daughter of Lieutenant 
Thomas Hughes, of Liverpool, and was born in 1831. He 
was educated at Harrow, and at Trinity College, Oxford, 
where he was second class in classics in 1853. He was 
called to the barat Lincoln's Inn in Michalmas Term, 1855, 
and practised as an equity draughtsman and conveyancer, 
He unsuccessfully contested Birkenhead in 1865, and sat 
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in Parliament for a short period as member for Coventry, 
in the Liberal interest, in 1867-68, but was unsuccessful in 
securing his seat at the last general election. He was 
created a Queen’s Counsel in 1873. 

Mr. Atrrep GEorGE Marten, QC., the newly elected 
member fer Cambridge, is the son of the late Robert Giles 
Marten, Esq., of Plaistow, Essex, by Eliza, daughter of the 
late John Warmington, Esq. He was formerly fellow of 
St. John’s College, Cambridge, and is M.A. and LL.M. in 
the University of Cambridge. He has been a member of 
the Board of Legal Studies, and Examiner in Law in the 
University of Cambridge, and delivered a course of public 
lectures on Law, in the Hall of St. John’s College, in the 
years 1867 and 1868. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in January, 1857, obtaining a certificate of 
honour of the first class in the examination of the Council 
of Legal Education, established by the four Inns of Court. 
He was appointed one of her Majesty's Counsel in February, 
1874, and practises in the Court of Chancery. He is the 
author of a paper “On the Judicial Constitution of the 
Court of Chancery, and its Methods of Procedure in Vourt 
and in Chambers.” He ursuccessfully contested Notting- 
ham in July, 1865. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. 8. STONE. 

Mr. Samuel Stone, late Town Clerk of Leicester, died on 
the 5th February, at Stoneygate, his residence near that 
town. Mr. Stone, who was admitted an attorney in 
Michaelmas Term, 1825, was for thirty-six years Town Clerk 
ef Leicester, during which period he was actively asso- 
ciated with the history of the borough. Le resigned that 
office on the Ist October, 1872, and at the same time vacated 
the appointment of clerk to the Borough Justices, and also 
the clerkship to the Charity Trustees, which he had held 
for thirty years. On his retirement, owing to failing health, 
Mr. Stone, besides the usual votes of thanks, received 
several flattering testimonials of appreciation. He was 
entertained at a banquet in the Masonic Hall, Leicester, on 
the 2lst January, 1873, by the leading citizens of the 
borough, when he was presented with anilluminated address, 
and an elaborate centre-piece, of the value of £500. The 
deceased gentleman was well known as the author of 
* Stone’s Justices’ Manual,” “Guide to the Elementary 
Education Act,” and other works. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


STATISTICAL SOCIETY. 
SraTisTics OF THe Courts or Justice. 


On Tuesday evening, at a meeting of the Statistical 
Society, held at the society’s rooms, St. James’s-square, Dr. 
Guy, F.R.S., President, in the chair, Mr. F. H. Janson, 
F.L.S., President of the Incorporated Law Society, read a 

per entitled ‘Some Statistics of Courts of Justice and of 

al Procedure in England.” We extract from the 
Standard the following brief summary of his paper. He 
observed that, from an expression put into the mouth 
of Hamlet, it was clear that even in Shakespeare's 
time the “law’s delay” had become proverbial, and 
it can readily be ccnceived that in ancient times 
much delay must necessarily have resulted from the 
centralisation of the courts of justice. The delays in the 
administration of justice, especially in the business of the 
Court of Chancery, may be said to have culminated in the 
first quarter of the present century. Our courts of justice 
might be classified in two grand divisions—those of common 
law and those of Chancery, and there were two general 
courts of ultimate appeal—the House of Lords and the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. Two hundred 
years ago, in the reign of Charles II., when the population 
of England and Wales was about one-fifth, that of the 
metropolis one-tenth, of its present number, and the business 
of the courts bore no comparison with that of the present 
day, there were twelve common law judges, with the same 
number of assistant masters as at present ; a Lord Chancellor 
and a Master of the Rolle, who were assisted by the Masters 
in Chancery. ‘The additions to the judicia) force made sinc, 


—$—$——+ 
that period are—to the three principal Courts of Common: 


Law two judges each, six in all; to the Court of C 

three Vice-Chancellors; and for appeals in the first 
instance two Lords Justices; but, independently of 
the increase of business arising from the growth of wealth 
and population, there are now thrown upon the 
common law judges the business of hearing petitions 


on disputed elections and appeals from the decisions of the - 


revising barristers ; whilst the Chancery judges have the 
heavy work of whatare called “ winding-up”’ cases, viz., the 
settlement of the affairs ofjoint-stock companies in liquida- 
tion, besides the various kinds of administrative business 
confided to it in recent years by various statutes. He 
ought not to omit to mention that the apparent expedi- 
tion with which some judges of the Court of Chancery have 
got through the business of their courts is attributable to the 
practice of throwing upon ths chief clerks important duties 
which they were not originally intended to perform. The 
delays at common law are less severely felt, but still the 
work is always more or less in arrear, and a fresh arrange. 
ment of business between the judges of the various courta, 
which may be the result of the new Judicature Act, will not 
lessen the total quantity to be got through. ‘his ig 
manifestly too great for the present staff, the increase of 
labourers not having by any means kept pace with the 
increase of the work to be done. In his own opinion the 
real cause of the delays in the administration of justice arose 
from, first, the want of a sufficient judicial force, especially 
in the Court of Chancery ; and, second, the occurrence of 
what are technically called vacations. To many it seemed 
remarkable that there should be any period during which 
the machinery of justice is allowed to stand still. Nodoubt 
the judges and their subordinates, like other people, require 
a holiday to recruit their powers, which are often severely 
tried; but with a proper system of relays there need be no 
cessation of judicial work throughout the year ; while each 
judge and officer would have a fair amount of rest from his 
labours. Elaborate statistics were given showing the 
judicial strength and work of the various courts. The 
reading of the paper was followed by an interesting discus- 
sion, in which Mr. W. G. Lumley, Q.C., Mr. W. J. Bovill, 
Q.C., Mr. J. T. Hammick, Mr. R. B. Martin, Mr. Brewer, 
and other gentlemen took part. A cordial vote of thanks 
to the lecturer was passed. 


MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 


The annual banquet of the Manchester Incorporated Law 
Association was held at the Albion Hotel, in that city, on 
Tuesday last. There was a large attendance. The chair 
was taken by Mr. W. H. Guest, the president; and the 
vice-chairs by Mr. J. Taylor (Bolton) and Mr. A. Percy 
Earle, the vice-presidents. Among the invited guests 
were—The Mayor of Manchester, the Mayor of Salford, the 
Principalof the;Owens College (Professor Greenwood) ; ade- 
putation from the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, 
consisting of Mr. Garnett (vice-president) and Mr. Kenion 
(hon. sec.) ; and amongst those present were—Messrs. E. 
Andrew (town olerk, Salford), C. Aston, T. T. Bellhouse, 
Richard Brown (Stockport), John Cooper, H. Stanley 
Cooper, Thomas Claye, T. L. Farrar, J. A. Foyster, James 
Greenhalgh (Bolton), H. Galloway, James Gill, Thomas 
Holden (Bolton), C. H. Holden (Bolton), George Hadfield, 
jan., T. W. Heelis (Bolton), Thomas Jepson, W. W. Kirk- 
map, Alfred Leaf, J. B. Payne, John Peacock, Richard 
Radford, T. L. Rushton (Bolton), G. F. Wharton, P. 
Watson (Bury), G. B. Withington, H. Wheeler, M. Batesor 
Wood, Henry Wood, Percy Woolley, and 8. Unwin (hon. 


8e0.). 

After the banquet the Chairman proposed the health of 
the Queen, and the other loyal toasts, also the toast of the 
* Army, Navy, and Volunteers.” 

Mr. P. F. Garnett, vice-president of the Incorporated 
Law Society of Liverpool, rose to propose the toast of the 
evening, “‘ The Manchester Incorporated Law Association.” 
He said these law associations, particularly the Manchester 
Law Association, had had very great weight of late an@ 
very great influence internally upon the body of 
solicitors themselves, raising the standard and raising 
the status of the solicitor ; and externally no one could be 
insensible to the influence and effect of late years of the 
methodioal and combined influence and zeal of the gentle- 





men connested with those associations, and above all with 
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| qe Manchester Association. Probably he had been 
_ gaked to propose the toast from the fact of his being 
| member of the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society, and, 
therefore, probably better able to appreciate the advantages 
and good services rendered by the Manchester Association. 
To services he, on the part of his society, bore very 
readytestimony. He had very great pleasure in proposing 
toast. 
a TAYLOR, vice-president, responded to the toast, and 
ulated the members on the success of their asso- 
gation, both in respect to the funds, its influence on pnblic 
, and its maintenance of the status of the legal 
ion. This was an age of progress, but perhaps not 
altogether an age of real improvement, but one thing was 
certain, that if they did not move they would get put 
aside. He was happy to see from the report that the new 
Jadicature Bill and the bill for the remuneration of their 
ion had occupied attention. He could not say 
much for the first, but the last was very important, and 
itwould have the good effect, at all events, that if they 
could make a bargain, they would do better than some of 
them had done under the old system of taxation. 
Mr. Cooper proposed the ‘* Mayér and Corporation of 
Manchester.” 
The Mayor of MaNcuEsTER (Mr. Ald. Watkin), in re- 


arti said when he went into the council he went with - 


notion that he was going to mix with a body of savages, 
bot he had remained in it until he had come to the con- 
dasion that he was associated with a body of honest and 
really intelligent men. They had singularities among them, 
and all sorts of crochets frequently arose, but from an 
- experience of fifteen years he could say that the business 
of that city was conducted with ability, and with a con- 
gientiousness which would satisfy anyone who understood 
ioperations, He thought that in every sort of transac- 
ti co-operation and goodwill was always necessary to 
mecess. He thought it most useful that the authorities 
should always keep up the ententecordiale with every member 
oftheir profession. The members of the council had the 
highest respect for the members of their profession, and 
heas their mouthpiece thanked them for the handsome 
manner in which they had expressed their good wishes to 
the corporation. 

Mr. Rusutow proposed the “Health of the Mayor of 
Salford,” which was received with cheers. 

The Mayor of Satrorp (Mr. Harwood) said the honour 
ofreplying to the toast was greatly enhanced by the fact 
that the gentleman who had proposed it was a personal 
friend of his own, one who had been Mayor of Bolton for 
two consecutive years, and a member of that corporation 
for a quarter of a century, and one who had left his mark 
mall the improvements in Bolton during that time. He 
ilmost felt ashamed to reply to the toast in the presence 
of Mr. Alderman Radford, whom he looked upon as one of 
the fathers of the Corporation of Salford. He (the Mayor) 
lad not been connected with the Corporation of Salford 
lng, but he found it was composed of a body of gentlemen 
who came there for no other purposes than to render the 
best services they could to those who had sent them to the 

il, The office which he held was no sinecure. 
Recently he had had to attend to the School Board elec- 
tion, and that was no light matter. As they would have 

| fen from letters in the papers, the Mayor of Salford’s 
| bill was challenged, and under the able guidance of Mr, 
, their clerk, he had had to apply to the Educa- 

tional Board. The result was that the School Board had 
iesided to pay every farthing of that bill, thus proving 
‘that the bill was a just and proper one. He should have 
ashamed to send in any bill which he could not stand 

Tn conclusion he thanked them for the honour which 

had conferred upon him as Chief Magistrate of Sal- 


Mr. Alderman Raprorp proposed ‘‘ The Lord Chancellor 
td ihe Judges, including the Local Judges.” He felt 
fre that in pening that toast he carried with him the 

‘Wmpathy of every member of the society, for there was 
utone amongst them, from the youngest to the oldest, 
tt must regard with veneration the illustrious persons 
‘Mo filled the highest positions in their profession. After 
a the Lord Chancellor, he referred to our common 
low and said we could not but regard with wonder 





the extraordinary power displayed by them in the discharge 
of their duties, 

Mr. Jerson responded to the toast. 

Mr. M. Barzson Woop proposed ‘“‘ The Incorporated 
Law Society of Liverpool,” which was responded to by 
Mr. Garnett, the vice-president of that society ; and the 
Mayor of Manchester then proposed ‘‘ The health of the 
President of the Manchester Incorporated Law Associa- 
tion,” who responded. 

The proceedings were shortly afterwards breught to a 
conclusion, 


:;BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The first annual meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent 
Association was held on Friday afternoon, the 13th inst., at 
oe of the Middle Temple, Lord Coleridge in the 
chair. 

The Hon. Sec. (Mr. Macrory) read the report, which 
stated that the general committee had opened lists for 
donations and subscriptions, which resulted in donations 
to the end of 1873 amounting to £2,035 15s. (received 
and promised), and annual subscriptions amounting to 
£479. Of this sum nearly £200 had been devoted to 
the grant of assistance in cases which the committee, 
after careful examination, considered deserving. The 
report went on to state that the benevolent operations of 
the association during the first year of its existence had been 
limited in their scope, owing to the uncertainty felt by the 
committee as to the funds actually at their disposal, and it 
added that several urgent applications for relief were at 
present under their consideration. 

The report was adopted and ordered to be printed and cir- 
culated. 

The committee of management and the auditors were also 
appointed, and votes of thanks were passed to the officers of 
the association in general, and in particular to Lord 
Coleridge, for his services in the cause. The noble lord 
consented to act as one of the trustees for the current year. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of Tuesday evening last, held at the Law 
Institution, the question appointed for discussion was No. 
532 Legal :—On the decease of a woman entitled by descent. 
to an estate in fee simple, is her husband, having had issue 
by her, entitled, according to the present law, to an estate 
for life, by the curtesy of England, in the whole or any 
part of hershare? Mr. Indermaur presided. There was 
a large attendance of members, and after a good debate 
the question was decided in the affirmative by a large ma- 
jority. 








THE LAW OF CONSPIRACY, AND ITS MODERN 
APPLICATION.* 


By Rurert A. Kerrie, - udge of Couuty Court Cireuit 
0. 23. 

The definition of conspiracy in our standard text-books of 
criminal law is, ‘‘either a combination or agreement by 
persons to do some illegal act, or a combination or agree- 
ment to effect a legal purpose by illegal means.” This defini- 
tion has been accepted by our most eminent judges, and has, 
so far as I know, been only once objected to, and that upon a 
point of form only. Conspiracy, then, may be said to be 
the agreement, apart from any means taken to carry it out. 
The external act of the crime is concert, by which mutual 
consent to a common purpose is exchanged. The test of the 
criminality of this concert lies in the intent. The essential 
word used in the definition I have quoted is “illegal.” An 
act may be illegal which is not criminal; and I shall 
endeavour afterwards to show that the word illegal, as used 
in defining the crime of conspiracy, means illegal in the 
sense of criminal, and not in the sense of outside the coved 
the law. Sir Wm. Erle says (“ The Law Relating to °8 
Unions”) a “ crime is such a violation of a private right, or 
of a duty, as affects the interest of the public: it is known 
in practice to be classed as a crime, but the essence of 
criminality has not been defined at common law. : 
writing upon the subject we are now upon, the same eminent 





* An extract from a 3 or read at a meeting of the Social 
on 


Boience Association on day, January 26, 1874, and reprinted 
from the Sessional Proceedings. 
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authority says: ‘‘ All crimes are wrongs, either against 
persons or the public; and it is undisputed law that a 
combination for the purpose of committing a crime isa 
crime. All rights are created by law, and violations of 
rights are wrongs, and some wrongs are crimes; but the 
quantity of guilt which makes a wrong a crime is known 
only by practice, and has not been defiued in apt words.’ 
Some statutes have determined that certain wrongs contain 
the quantity of guilt which constitutes crime. This has not 
in all penal statutes been effected by enacting in words that 
certain acts therein specified shall constitute a crime, 
although sometimes the degree of criminality is defined by 
stating that persons committing certain offences shall be 
guilty of felony or of misdemeanour. Other statutes, without 
in express words stating that certain acts or certain breaches 
of duty are crimes, enact that punishment shall be inflicted 
upon persons convicted thereof. That which renders a 
subject liable to conviction and punishment is technically a 
crime. 

We must, then, examine the reported cases to learn what, 
in practice, and peruse the Acts of Parliament to learn what, 
by statute, constitutes, in law, a crime. Every agreement to 
commit a crime is a conspiracy. 

First, it may be broadly stated, that in all cases where the 
interests of the public are directly affected by the wrong 
done it is a crime, and an agreement to do the wrong is, 
therefore, a conspiracy. Of this class of wrongs are the 
defeat or delay of the course of justice, the obstruction of 
the administrative departments of the state, injury to public 
health, obstructing the public highways, or, speaking gene- 
rally, committing a public nuisance. The meaning of public, 
as here used, would be fully comprehended by its applica- 
tion, not to the Queen’s subjects as a whole, but to any 
portion of them which can be defined, such as the inhabitants 
of a particular locality, or other persons in the employment 
of any given public right. The pollution of air or water 
injuriously uffects only persons within the range of its 
noxious influence, but in law the wrong is nevertheless a 
public nuisance. I lay down this well-known principle 
because, in these modern times, when large communities 
depend for their locomotion and transit of commodities, 
their supply of water, and of artificial light, upon public 
sources temporarily within the control of workmen, it is very 
desirable that the rights and liabilitics of all parties should 
be clearly defined and publicly—even popularly—known. 
All injuries to person or property are breaches of the public 
peace, and may, therefore, be the foundation of the crime of 
conspiracy. On the other hand, the commission ofa private 
wrong is not a crime, and, therefore, no indictment for 
conspiracy will lie against those who confederate to commit 
it. I give as examples of this, trespass in pursuit of game, 
which is not averred to include a breach of the peace or to 
be against the statutes (by Lord Ellenborough, C.J., in 
Turner's case, 13 East, 288, and confirmed by Lord Campbell 
in Hilton v. Eckersley, 4 W.R. 226,6 Ell. & Bl. 47; or a 
confederating together to sell a man an unsound horse 
(Pywell’s case, 1 Starkie, 402). 

Let us now consider that class of wrongs committed 
against an individual which are partly of a private and 
partly of a public nature. ‘The distinctions by which these 
cases are, or are not, the foundation for an indictment, are 
rather subtle. The common law protects every subject in 
the enjoyment of personal liberty of action in all lawful 
matters; it also protects his liberty to use and dispose of his 

od as jealously as it ensures the safety of his person. 

Vv ay | impeding lawful action or disposition is, in the 
eye of the law, as much a breach of the peace as duress or 
assault. One of the most important, because of the most 
usefol forms of liberty, is the liberty to carry on his trade 
by the use of his capital, or to follow his calling at his own 
—personal—free will. This liberty is analogous to the 
right the subject has to the free use of the common highway, 
or to the wholesome enjoyment of light and air. It follows 
that any one who, by torce or fraud, intentionally molests 
or obstructs the subject in the use of this liberty, would be 
guilty of an indictable misdemeanor ; and, if several persons 
agreed pred to effect such a purpose, by whatever means, 
ey would be guilty of the crime of conspiracy. There 
are Dumerous authorities in the law reports for thig proposi- 
tion ; and, as applied to workmen, it is put with clearness 
and force by r. Baron Bramwell in his charge to the jury 
in Druitt’s—the London tailors’—case. 
I now leave the right to trade or work as a question of 
personal liberty, and come to another bratich of my subject 





—— 
—the much-discussed restraint of trade. I cannot better. 
give Sd this part of my subject than by a 
myself, by way of illustration, to the case of an o 
strike by combived workmen for the purpose of ob: 
by withholding labour, a higher rate of wages for them. 
selves or for others. I make the moiive—or, as the lay 
calls it, the intent—obtaining a higher rate of wages, part 
of my facts, because intention is of the very essence of 
criminality. A civil wrong is complete when the act ig 
done, and an action will lie for the remedy without proof 
of motive—a tort is a tort, with or without motive ; on the 
contrary, a jury cannot convict of crime unless they find 
not only the act done, but the cviminal motive. Wi 
ing labour—as I shall afterwards show—merely for the pure 
pose of increasing its market value by producing an arti 
scarcity, is not withholding it upon a criminal motive, If 
however, labour is withheld in order to stop public com. 
munication, or the public supply of water, or of light, go 
that wages may be raised, as the only means of averting q 
great public mischief; then the intent would be criminal, 
It would be combining to carry out an object by a criminal 
means. It would be, in law, the crime of extorting mone 
by committing, or under terror of a threat to commit, 
a public nuisance. So likewise if the intent of withholding 
labour—that is of the strike—was from malice, to obstruct, 
impoverish, or terrify any individnal employer or workman, 
although higher wages might be expected to come of it, it 
would be indictable on the ground that it was a breach of 
the public duty to leave every man, without let or hins 
drance, to carry on his trade. These are the reasons why I 
have included motive as an essential part of the facts in my 
illustration. 


Having so far cleared my ground, let me now explain 
what I understand to be meant by “restraint of trade.” If 
is contended that employers, on the one hand, have a publi¢ 
right—that is, a right, the infringement of which isa publie 
wrong—to have workmen, when in the labour market, left 
free to make their hiring bargain by individual competition; 
and that, on the other hand, workmen have an equal right 
to the free competition of individual employers, It is 
further contended that any act done to impede the free 
course of this individual competition, is a restraint of trade, 
Moreover, it is contended that thus restraining trade 
interfering with this individual competition is the breach of 
a public duty, or, in other words, the infringement of 4 
public right, of such a grave character that the combination 
to commit it is a crime. 

This, as a legal proposition, is supported by very high 
authority. All our great writers upon criminal law 
state it clearly, and without qualification, from Lord 
in the ‘‘ Institutes’”—Hawkins—down to Mr. Greaves in 
his last edition of Russell on Crimes and Misdemeanours, 
There are, however, no reported decisions upon the exact 
point; but this, I think, tends to show that the law has 
been regarded as so far within the range of common know. 
ledge, that it was unnecessary to report its mere application, 
Since the year-books, points of novelty or difficulty only have 
found their way into our law reports. From the 
times precedents of indictments, transmitted from prac 
titioner to practitioner, and published in Wentworth, 
Chitty, and other books on criminal pleading, show 
that, in the opinion of the profession, indictments 
common law Jay against persons who combined for the puts 
pose of raising wages, or otherwise interfering with the free 
course of, or, as it is called, restraining trade. Before ‘the 

yassing of Hume’s Act, 5 Geo, 4, c. 95, there had 
Kom the time of the Statute of Labourers, numerous Acts 

ing to the rate of wages, hiring, compulsion to work, combitis 
tion, and the like; and as the old indictments generally 
contain counts for offences under statutes, as well a 
common law counts, and as until O'Connell’s case 
attention was paid to separation of finding and punishment 
on the record, we could not ascertain, even if the ae 
to be gained was worth the trouble of searching the 
whether old convictions were at common law or under 6 
statute. Nor have we at this day the means of asce! 

with reasonable certainty, the evidence by which 1 
indictments were supported. The probability, however, it 
that from the then state of the statute law, and from the 
conduet and habits of the working class in bygone age 
indictments for conspiracy, arising out of trade quarrels, 
were sup 
and y, from that which—with a few notorious 
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modern times. 


manly character, and high iegal attainments—that it is only 
_ after great hesitation I feel constrained to accept, upon a 


| Aitades union, The defendant broke the condition of the 
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tions—could be obtained against the trade associations of 


Since the sweeping repeal of the combination Acts and 
other penal Acts against workmen, and the amendment of 
the law by the 6 Geo. 4, c. 129, the superior courts have 
had, besides putting judic’al interpretation upon that 
statute, to define the common law in relation to this class 
of offences. We have had now for our guidance the dicta of 
our judges laying down the principles of the ancient 
common law, and adapting it to the circumstances of modern 
society. As our common law is in a state of perpetual 

rowth, the development of new facts requires this new 
application of old theories. When the circumstances have 
so altered that the old reasoning can no longer be sustained, 
then cessante ratione, cessat lex. Let us not then be 

rised to find, in our day, that there is a great pre- 
nderance of judicial authority against the criminality of 
combinations to raise wages. It is now generally held that 
workmen may, without committing a crime, vo'untarily 
combine for the purpose of raising their wages by withhold- 
ing their work, or by other means which, in former times, 
would have rendered them liable to conviction for a con- 
spiracy to restrain trade. 

‘Ihave not thought it necessary, in this introductory paper, 
to trace the course of judicial decisions by which what I be- 
lieve to be the present state uf the law has been arrived at ; 
but if they are required in the course of the discussion, 1 have 
a paper at hand, prepared some years ago for another 

pose, from which I can give references to the cases, the 
namesand dicta of the judges, Permit me here to say J 
have such a profound respect for Sir William Erle—for his 


subject to which he has, both as a judge and as chairman of 
the Trades Union Commission, devoted special attention, 
the dicta of other great common Jaw judges. 

Although modern trades unions are, according to the 
reponderance of legal authority, no longer criminal com- 
inations, they are still illegal—that is outside the pale of 
thelaw. Their rules do not form a binding contract ; nor 
can these societies enter into contracts capable of legal en- 
forcement. ‘I'rades union funds are protected from fraud, 
and certain privileges are conferred upon them by a recent 
statute ; but this only alters the legal status of a trades union 
to the limit of the enactment, and does not further or other. 
wise bring t hese combinations within the legal pale. 


A curious state of things has arisen from this anomalous 
position of trades unions. As you know, they are benefit 
societies as well as trades unions. But as their rules cannot 
be legally enforced, a member's only reliance is on the moral 
obligation to keep faith: benefits are as much debts of 
honour as those arising upon gaming transactions. I am 
bound here to say that—much as I have, for years past, 
been privy to trade union business—I have never known a 
single instance of a wilful breach of that honourable under- 
standing upon which their obligations are known to be 
based. Still, for any cause which carried with it the 
alge of the union, amember might be put out of benefit, 

is a formidable power, which could easily be wielded 


fo coerce a workman to carry out a trade policy of which, 
oar he disapproved. Now, what is the position of 


employer in this respect? The case of Hilton v, 
sley turned upon an attempt by a body of em- 
weyers to obtain the means of putting pecuniary pressure 
upon each other to compel obligation to a bargain in re- 
siraint of trade. Eighteon cotton spinners, carrying on 
business at Wigan, of whom Eckersley was one, entered 
& bond, under a penalty of £500, “ to carry on their 
Works in regard to the amount of wages, the times of the 
tigagement of workpeople, the hours of work, &o., in con- 
ty to law, for twelve months, in conformity with the 
Twolutions of a majority of the obligors present at a 
Meeting to be convened,” in fact, to form, mutatis mutandis, 


id; this was an action brought for the penalty. The 
was held to bo void, as being in restraint of trade, and 
fore against public policy. I do nob see how it would 
been possible, by a deposit of money or otherwise, for 

masters to have evaded this rule, So that, as the law 
Stands, workmen, by their system, ean, whilst the 

ers cannot, bring pecuniary pressure to enforce ob- 





beyond the pale of the law. 
only object our association oan havo in view in con- 


sidering this matter is the promotion of public justice. We 
must regard the interests and the rights as well of the in- 
dividual who desires to combine, as of him who refuses. I 
conclude this branch of my subject in the emphatic lan- 
guage, every word of which I adopt, of the Earl of Lichfield, 
Mr. Thomas Hughes, and Mr. Frederick Harrison, in their 
dissent from the general report of the Trades Union 
Commission—thas ‘‘the doctrine of the common law,whereby 
it is presumed that all combinations, whether of workmen 
or employers, are unlawful, and, according to some autho- 
rities, are punishable as conspiracies—a doctrine, we must 
observe, which has long had none but indirect effects— 
should be broadly and unequivocally rescinded.” 

I have now to consider the effect of modern statutes 

upon this branch of the Jaw of conspiracy. The rules laid 
down by our judges upon the recently repealed Act, the 6 
Geo. 4,c. 129, apply equally to the Act now in force—the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act (34 & 35 Vict. c. 32). The 
Act does not make unlawful that which was lawful before ; 
nor does it make lawful that which was unlawful before. 
Indeed, by the latter Act it is rather unnecessarily provided, 
as part of section 1, that “ nothing in this section contained 
shall prevent any person from being liable under any other 
Act or otherwise” (otherwise can only be by 
indictment at common law) “to any other or higher 
punishment than is provided for any offence by 
this section, so that no person be punished twice 
for the same offence.” All that ihe statute does, is 
to give an alternative procedure and an alternative 
punishment, The Act also both further defines and further 
limits the criminal actions which may be punished upon 
summary conviction ; but it does no more. The offences to 
which it directly relates are all crimes at common law, 
and those who confederate together to commit them are 
guilty of the crime of conspiracy just as much now as they 
were before. It may be thovght, upon a first perusal of 
the Act, that the proviso that ‘* no person shall be liable te 
any punishment for doing, or conspiring to do, any act on 
the ground that such act restrains, or tends to restrain, the 
free course of trade, unless such act is one of the acts here- 
inbefore specified in this section, and is done with the 
object of coercing, as hereinbefore mentioned ”—I say it 
may be thought that this section makes a more important 
difference in the law than it really does. Assuming that 
the law is that laid down by a large majority of the judges— 
and not that laid down by a smail minority, however eminent 
the judges composing the minority may be—I say the 
proviso does not substantially alter the law. The conspir- 
ing to do other acts than those mentioned in the statute 
was not criminal when, and because, such acts restrained, 
or were intended to restrain, trade; but the agreeing 
to do the acts mentioned in the statute, or other acts of the 
same class, with intent to coerce or injure an individual, 
always was, and still is, an indictable misdemeanour. I 
have stated the reasons for this proposition when consider- 
ing the right to personal liberty of action ; that is, adopting 
the language of the statute, the right to be protected from 
actions *‘done with a view to coerce such person.” So 
again, agreeing to do acts, either mentioned or not men- 
tioned in the statute, with intent to bring about that kind 
and extent of public inconvenience amounting to a public 
nuisance, would still be an indictable misdemeanour. 

As we are considering to night the subject of conspiracy 
only, I refrain from even alluding to those other exciting 
topics, arising upon this Act, which have caused, and are 
causing, 80 much public contention. The other statute 
with the effect of which I have to deal, is the Master and 
Servant Act, 1867. I am happy to say I have to read this 
Act also to night in relation to conspiracy only, 


Our law has, until lately, regarded the contract of hiring 
as different from any other civil contractb—such as a 
contract to buy and sell commodities. In modern 
times the obligations of master and servant have 
beeome more and more reciprocal: until now, 80 
far as the form of the statute can make them, 
they have been brought under the same terms as to the en- 
forcement of their mutual obligations, The ancient principle 
is not yet, however, entirely abrogated, for the breach of a 
contract of hiringisstill penal. The statute gives not only 
the right summarily to recover the payment of money due 
under the contract, and for compensation for damages sue 
tained by breach of it; but by section 14 it continues to 





308 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Feb. 21,1874, 





~ 





treat the breach of the bargain of servitude asa public 
wrong, and punishes it accordingly. 

I have previously stated, that when, by statute, any act is 
made punishable, it thereby, without express words becomes 
legally acrime. It may bea crime of a minor degree—still it 
is, in the eye of the law, acrime. Even if no special punish- 
ment is provided, yet to do that which is prebibited by statute 
is a misdemeanour. Another test of crime is that its com- 
mission subjectsanoffendertoconviction. By the light of these 
rules let us examine the Master and Servant Act,1867. By 
section 4 it is provided, amongst other things, that “ when 
any question, difference, or dispute shall arise as to the rights 
or liabilities of either of the parties, or touching any misusage 
misdemeanour, misconduct, ill-treatment, or injury to the 
person or property of either of the parties under any contract 
of service, the party aggrieved may lay information before a 
justice ;” and then, after the sections for compelling attend- 
ance, by section 9 it is provided that ‘‘at the hearing upon 
proof of the matter of such information where pecuniary 
compensation will not, in the opinion of the justices, meet the 
circumstances of the case” (whatever that may mean legally), 
they may impose a fine, and in neglect or default of complying 
with the order, commit to the house of correction. The 
words “ meet the circumstances of the case,’ do not mean 
that the magistrate is to inflict the fine only in cases of an 
aggravated character. A special clause is made applicable 
to such cases. Section 14 says, “ When, on the hearing of 
any information or complaint under the Act it appears to the 
justice, magistrate, or sheriff that any injury inflicted on the 
perscn or property” (by the interpretation clause property 
intludes all real and personal estate and effects used and 
employed under or affected by any contract of service or 
operations nnder the same) “of the party complaining, or 
the misconduct, misdemeanour, or ill-treatment complained 
of has been of an aggravated character, and that such injury, 
misconduct, misdmeanour, or ill-treatment has not arisen or 
been committed in the bond fide exercise of a legal right, or 
tight bona fide, and reasonably supposed to exist, and further, 
that any pecuniary compensation or other remedy by this 
Act provided will not meet the case,” then the magistrate 
&c., may commit to the house of correction with hard labour 
for any term not exceeding three months, The forms of 
adjudication are given in the third schedule to the Act, under 
section 9, form(C), and under section 14, form(E). They 
are both described as ‘‘for insertion in the ordinary general 
forms of conviction in England, aud orders in Ireland.” 

Now if I am right in my definition of a crime, then, as it is 
beyond dispute that agreeing to commit a crime is itself, sub- 
stantively, the crime of conspiracy, it follows that if any 
person, although not a servant, agrees with, or counsels a ser- 
vant todo any act punishable as a crime under the Master 
and Servant Act, he who so agrees or counsels is guilty of 
conspiracy. 





DECISIONS ON THE PARLIAMENTARY 
ELECTIONS ACT, 1868.—III. 


Having considered the subjects of agency and treating, 
we now propose to direct the attention of our readers to 
some decisions of the election judges, in which the law 
relating to bribery has been affected. In the Coventry 
case (1 O'M. & H. 100) a novel point was decided, which 
is vitally important to those candidates who coalesce for 
the purpose of carrying both seats in a constituency 
returning more than one member. In that case an 
agreement was come to, prior to the election, between the 
two respondents, that E., one of the respondents, should 
bear the expenses of H., the other respondent, provided 
H. should coalesce with E., and give bim the benefit of 
his infinence. Such a treaty as this, it was contended on 
behalf of the petitioner, came within the provisions of 17 & 
18 Vict. c. 102, s. 2 (3)— Every person who shall, 
directly or indirectly, by himself or any other person on 
his bebal, make any gift, loan, offer, promise, procurement, 
or agreement as aforesaid to or for any person, in order to 
procure, or endeavour to procure, the return of any 
t serve in Parliament, shall be guilty of bribery.” gach a 
view of the transaction was not taken by the learned nage 
(Mr. Justice Willes) who tried the petition—“If the 
respondent E. apport to give to the respondent H. £5, I 
might say « farthing in point of law, if only a > 
for purchasing _ influence which H. had with the electors, 
and sdvanci .'6 interest at the election, it would be 
bribery in the case of the person who gave, as well as the 





person who received.” But it was held, that there being a 
proviso at the end of the section that “ this enactment doeg 
not extend to any money paid for or on account of } 
expenses bond fide incurred at or concerning any election,” 
that Lringing forward another candidate under such 
circumstances, without a view to purchase his influence for 
himself, with the intention of serving a man’s party, and 
because he does not mind spending his money upon the 
legitimate expenses of himself and of the other candidate, 
does not fall within the third clause of 17 & 18 Vict. c. 102, 
s. 2. His lordship came to a decision favourable to both 
the respondents, but stated that in so deciding ho had 
considered the question as to whether the agreement wag 
entered into by E. with the selfish view of aiding himself 
by that influenee, or whetaer what he did was fairly to be 
explained by a desire to serve his party without any regard 
to the influence of H. Another decision which affects the 
question of the candidates receiving pecuniary assistance ig 
the Belfast case (1 O'M. & H. 285), which, acting apparently 
on the proviso before referred to, decided that a subscription 
for defraying the expenses of the candidate was not illegal, 
As to the converse case, which certainly in practice is far 
more likely to arise, of the candidate being the donor, and not 
the recipient, of any pecuniary consideration, the judg. 
ments throw a strong light on the fact that the maxim 
‘Crescit in orbe dolus’”’ is not less applicable to Parlia- 
mentary elections than any other transaction of life. In the 
Youghal case (1 O’M. & H. 294) it was proved that 
persons on behalf of the respondent distributed large sums 
of money in shillings and half-crowns on and immediately 
before the polling day to poor persons who were not electors, 
So much as £160 was distributed in this way by one person, 
£180 by another, and £50 by athird. It was contended, 
and we think somewhat reasonably, on behalf of the 
petitioner, that this amounted to bribery, as the money 90 
distributed was given in order that the recipients might 
spend it in drink at the public-houses, and so influence the 
publicans’ votes in favour of the respondent. But Mr, 
Justice O’Brien did not contemplate such a proceeding as 
being within the provisions of the Act 17 & 18 Vict. o, 102, 
s. 2 (3). In the Cashel case (1 O’M. & H. 289), where 
before the election an agent of a candilate sent cheques for 
five guineas to two supporters of his opponent, and upon the 
cheques the word “ retainer’ was marked, it was cone 
tended that this attempt to incapacitate these voters from 
voting was an act of bribery. But Mr. Baron Fitzgerald, 
in delivering judgment, said:—“I am inclined to think 
that the object before the mind of the party, in order to his 
being bribed, must be either the abstaining from voting or 
the giving of the vote; and though tbat was the thing in 
the mind of the person giving these considerations or 
retainers, it will not make it an inducement to the other 
party, unless the same thing was before the mind of that 
arty also. The giving these retainers was not bribery.” 
ith unfeigned respect for the opinion of the very learned 
Baron, we venture to submit that the acute mind of his 
lordship went somewhat far in drawing snch a fine meta- 


physical distinction as to the object before the mini of’ 


the voters. The persons in this instance attempted to be 
bribed refused the money, and the very fact of their refusi 

it shows in what light they considered the offer. It can: 
be overlooked that in certain constituencies in the minds of 
the electors the ideas of recciving £5 notes and giving votes 
to the donor are inseparably connected. Whether this 
phenomenon is to be explained by the theory of long 
association of ideas, or some other metaphysical operation, 
we will not take upon ourselves to decide. It was beld in the 
Coventry case (1 0’M. & H. 97) thatcorrupt paymentof ieee 
expenses incurred at a previous election will come wi 
the Act. But asto corrupt payments made after the election 
by an agent, it was held in the Salford case (1 O’M. & 
u. 140) that such payment, if made without the privity 
of the respondent, cannot affect the seat, ordinary oe 
ceasing at the close of the poll. But Mr. Baron Martin iofi- 
mated that if many acts of bribery of this kind had been 
proved to have been done, it would induce him to come 
to the conclusion that the money was paid with the 
privity of the member hanging back and avoiding ta 
any part in it, in order that the bribe might he given, 
under such cironmstances the member would be 

at once. This view seems to be held in substance by Mr, 
Justice Willes in the Southampton caso (1 O'M. & He 
oa where, after deciding that a case of intimidation 
w took place after the election was only materisl a 
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throwing light on what took place before the election, he 
quoted the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, s. 6 (2), 
which contains a provision as to presenting a petition after 
twenty-one days, in case of bribery (but not other corrupt 
ctices) taking place after the election. ‘ Whether that 
to be read in the Corrupt Practice Act, 1854, or not, 
does not clearly appear. If so, it can only be read in to 
make subsequent bribery defeat an election.”—Jrish Law 
Times. 








LEGAL ITEMS. 


Sir George Bowyer has been returned as member for 
Wexford County. 

It is stated that Mr. George Langtry Maclaine has been 
appointed Clerk of the Crown for the County of Down, in 
room of the late Mr. Ross Todd, 

At the opening of Drogheda Assizes, the presiding judge, 
Mr. Justice Lawson, was presented with a pair of white 
gloves, there being no criminal cases for trial. 

‘“‘ West Riding,” writing to the Times, claims for the late 
Mayor of Pontefract, Mr. Richard Moxon, the suggestion 
of the sorting system of counting voting papers. 

A provincial journal says that on Friday afternoon, Mr. 
J. Collins Ward, clerk to the stipendiary magistrate for 
South Staffordshire, fell dead as he sat in his place in the 
Wolverhampton Police-court. 

The death is announced of the Hon. James Thompson, 
formerly Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, 
who died from heart disease while arguing a case in the 
Supreme Court on the 28th of Janaary. 

There isa rumour in Edinburgh that Lord Neaves, one 
of the judges of the Court of Session, who is seventy-four 
years old, and who has beena Lord Justiciary since 1858, 
and is therefore entitled to claim a retiring pension, will 
shortly resign. 

The Town Council of Brighton have passed a resolution 
expressing their high appreciation of the manner in which 
Mr. David Black, the late town clerk, has performed the 
duties of Town Clerk during the period he has held the ap- 
pointment. 

It is stated that up to Saturday last no petition arising 
out of the General Election had been filed at the office of the 
Court of Common Pleas. After the last General Election 
the number was sixty-nine. On Wednesday last, however, 
4 petition was filed respecting the election at Hackney. 

On Saturday evening last, the body of Mr. Robert Grace, 
solicitor, of Liverpool, was found by the night watchman, 
lying in the lobby of 62, Castle-street, where the deceased 
had chambers and latterly lived. He appeared to have sus- 
tained a fracture of the skull, and it is supposed that he met 
with his death by falling down stairs. 

It has been stated that Mr. M‘Laren, Sheriff in Chan- 
ery, has been appointed Junior Lord Ordinary in the 
Scottish Court of Session, and that Mr. Maitland, M.P. for 
the Stewartry, has been appointed Sheriff in Chancery. 
According to the Scotsman, however, Mr. Young, the Lord 
Advocate, has accepted the vacant judgeship. 

The Commissioners appointed by the Board of Trade to 
revise the scale of illuminating power and price of gas supplied 
by the Imperial Gas Company for the curreut year, held their 
first sitting on Thursday in Committee-room A, House of 
Lords, Mr. F. 8. Reilly in the chair, The inquiry is likely 
to last three days, and the award must be made within ten 
days afterwards. 


The Architect states that the commencement of the works 
of the New Law Courts is at length a matter of certainty. 
On Saturday last the contract deed, specification, and draw- 
ings were signed by the contractor at the Office of Works. 

{may give some notion of the number of drawings referred 
to in the deeds when it is said that the signing of them 
occupied about five hours. 


The Brooklyn Argus states that in the United States* 
Bill, which came into effect August 1, 1872, the free 

list was extended to the admission of several hundred articles. 
Among the number added was “ fruit plants, tropical and 
temi-tropical,” for the purpose of propagation and cultivation. 
Tnengrossing the bill, or in the process of copying it for official 

; ig, @ comma was inserted after “ fruit,” and all fruit 
_ Wasthereby placed upon the free list, The Customs’ officers, 





however, not noticing the change, continued to collect 
duties on fruit uatil the error was discovered. The Ways 
and Means Committee have now agreed to report a bill to 
remove the comma, in accordance with the intent of the law 
of 1872. 

In a “ light and air case”’ of Arden v. Meeking, heard on 
Tuesday at the Rolls, in which the evidence as to the guantum 
of injury was wholly theoretical, as the building complained 
of has not yet been carried up to the height of the old 
building, the learned judge during the argument suggested 
that the parties should have put up a screen of boards or 
canvas corresponding to the facade of the intended building, 
so as to enable evidence to be given as to what the effect 
would be when the buildings were completed. 


The House of Assembly of Victoria, Australia, has agreed 
to the establishment of a Ministry of Justice and Education, 
the Minister having a seat in the Cabinet, and Mr. George 
Wigram Allen has accepted the post. In this appointment, 
says the correspondent of the Times, the colony has gai 
the services of a gentleman well fitted by training and inde- 
pendent fortune for this position. He is a solicitor of high 
standing, and sat at the Board of National Education for a 
period of fourteen years. 

The Chicago Legal News states that since the appointment 
of Mrs, E it Boilvin, acting State Librarian, and Miss 
Fannie Wallace, and Miss L. Gibson, assistants and copyists, 
there is no loud or boisterous talking in the library, no 
smoking, and — can go and consult the books 
without being disturbed, as is too often the case in some 
libraries. Emboldened by these favourable results, our con- 
temporary inquires of the circuit and county clerks through- 
out the State, if there are not many capable women who 
would make good deputies ? 

Mr. Hole, town clerk of Tiverton, writing to the Times 
to express his dissent from Mr. Fitzgerald’s views on the 
subject of the use of the cross by the voter, says, ‘‘ There is 
a very simple remedy for this (the rejection of ballot- 
papers), which I hope will be adopted by the new Govern- 
ment—viz., let the voter be directed to strike out the name 
of the candidate he does not wish to vote for. This will be 
intelligible to the most illiterate voters, many of whom I 
verily believe put the x against the name of the candidate 
they object to, simply because they are accustomed to use 
the cross as a sign by which they indicate their objection to 
anything. So long as the present directions are in force it 
is not unlikely that there will be a considerable number of 
rejected ballot-papers.”” 

A lively scene occurred at the opening of the Dunkalk 
Spring Assizes on Tuesday. Mr. Callan, M.P., applied for 
a copy of the grand jury panel. Mr. Justice Lawson re- 
fused to hear the application. When the grand jury were 
sworn in Mr. Callan renewed his application, but the judge 
insisted on its being supported by an affidavit. Two affida- 
vits were read, wherein Mr. Callan charged the under-sheriff 
with improperly inserting and omitting names from the 

el. Mr. Callan was about to 0 in support of the affi- 
avit, but the judge peremptorily dismissed the application, 
saying that he regretted it was uot in his power to give 
costs against Mr, Callan. The charges were extremely im- 
proper as well as unfounded, and he did not envy the con- 
science of a man who could charge the under-sheriff with 
partisanship. 

The Civil Tribunal of Toulouse, says the Zimes, has just 
_ judgment in a cause of nullity of marriage, under the 

ollowing circumstances :—About fifteen months ago notice 


was given tothe Maire ofthe Commune that two persons would 
appear before him the next day in order that the civil form 


of marriage should be gone through. The Maire, whether 
displeased at the shortness of the notice, or for some other 
reason, quitted the town early the next day, not only leav- 
ing no authority for his deputy to act, but positively for- 
bidding him to perform the marriage. When the parties 
arrived they found that the legal form could not be com- 
pleted, and the priest was waiting at the church to perform 
the religious ceremony. In their distress the — to 
a member of the Municipal Council—a Gen of Division 
—who consented to act in the place of the Maire, and the 
marriage was accordingly solemnised. Recently, however, 
the local authorities called the attention of the Garde des 
Sceaux to the irregularity, and proceedings were adopted te 
declare the marriage sal ont void. The husband and the 
wife pleaded that they and the General who had united 
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them, had acted in good faith, and that the irregularity 
was aconsequence of the ill-will of the Maire. The Court, 
after hearing the evidence, decided that the marriage was 
valid. 

According to the Albany Law Journal, an American 
journal has indulged in the following singular specula- 
tions with reference to the legal bearings of Siamese 
twinism :—“ It is a very fortunate thing that the Siamese 
twins were law-abiding citizens. Had they not been, they 
would have given the authorities noendof trouble. In fact, 
it seems to us that they conld have committed all sorts of 
crime with impunity, had they been so inclined. If Chang 
had committed anassault, how would it have been possible to 
have arrested him without arresting Eng also, and had Eng 
been entirely innocent of all participation in the affair, why 
should he have been arrested? In order to punish the 
guilty, it would have been necessary to punish the innocent 
also; and locking up Chang would have included locking 
up Eng. We do not see any way out of the dilemma that 
would have arisen except a temporary one; and that is the 
confining of Eng a3 a witness. But when it came to 
punishing the guilty party, justice would have been 
nonplussed, for the law does not permit an innocent party to 
suffer for crimes he has not committed. If Eng, on the 
other hand, had perpetrated a murder, he could never have 
been hanged, no matter how strong and conclusive the 
evidence had been against him. He could not have been 
imprisoned for life, for in these instances it would have 
necessitated the death or the life-long confinemont of the 
unoffending Chang, who, having a separate identity, could 
have obtained a writ of Aabeas corpus, and demanded his 
liberty. Hud one of these twins been a rogue, he would 
have, therefore, caused no end of embarrassment to the 
officers of justice. If Chang were drunk and disorderly in 
the streets, what policeman could have arrested him without 
laying himself open toa charge of false imprisonment from 
the unoffending Eng? Had these twins been evil-minded, 
and conscious of the perplexities they could have originated, 
there is no knowing what might have happened. The law 
would havebeen powerless, for vice must have triumphed 
and virtue becn oppressed, or, virtue triumphed and vice 
gone unpunished. Twins of thisdiscription are by no means 
desirable under such possible contingencies,” 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quortarion, Fep. 20, 1874, 
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Money MARK&T AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

The bank rate is still 3} per cent., and the proportion of 
reserve to liabilities has risen from 46°39 to 48°65. English 
railway stocks have been dull during the week. American 
milway stocks however were firm at the commencement 
of the present week, but have since somewhat declined. In 
the foreign market there has been some depression, but an 
improvement was reported on Thursday. At the close of 
last week and the commencement of the present week 
Turkish stocks were depressed. 

The tenders invited by the Metropolitan Board of Works 
for £2,600,000 Metropolitan Consolidated Three and a 
Half per Cent. Stock at 94} have reached a total of more 
than 21 millions. Each applicant will receive about a 
twelfth of the amount applied for. 

Messrs. Grant Brothers & Co., as bankers and agents in 
Hurope, are authorised by the River Plate and Brazil 
Telegraph Company (Companhia Telegraphica Platino- 
Brazileira), to offer for public subscription 1,000 first 
mortgage debenture bonds of £100 each. Issue price £90 

£100 debenture bond, payable by instalments extend- 
to 1st June. Payment in anticipation of the 
instalments may be made in one payment on allotment, 
under discount at the rate of £5 per cent. per annum, 
The bonds bear iritereet at seven per cent. per annum. pay- 
able by coupons attached, half-yearly, in London, at 
Messrs. Grant Brothers & Co., on the 1st March and 1st 
September in each year, the principal being repayable 
at par, on 1st March, 1884, The company is formed 
to complete the chain of communication between 
Europe and South America, by connecting by a sub- 
marine cable the City of Rio de Janeiro with the cities 
of Montevideo and Buenos Ayres. The prospectus 
states that an exclusive privilege has been granted by the 
Imperial Government of Brazil for a period of sixty years 
and that by this concession facilities will be afforded to 
the important commercial districts of the River Plate and 
(by the Transandine Telegraph system) to Valparaiso, and 
the West Coast of South America, not only for inter- 
communication, but also for communicating by telegraph 
directly with Europe. The submarine cables, about 
1,130 miles in length, have been constructed and 
the first portion has already left England, and the 
remainder will be shipped within about a week. 
The bonds take precedence over the share capital of 
£400,000, and are a first charge on the undertaking. The 
total amount required for the interest on the £100,000 de- 
bentures is £7,000 per annum, and the estimate of receipts 
competent persons resident in Brazil) is from 
$50,000 to £70,000 per annum. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Heatner—On Feb. 16, at $47, Warwick-gardens, Kensington, 
the wife of James Heather, jun. es of a daughter. 
Pincuzrs—On Feb. 13, at 19, Ladbroo e-square, W., the wife 
of Edward FE. Pinches, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
Txompson—On Feb, 10, at 44, Russell-road, Kensington, tho 
= of W. I’. Thompson, M.A., barrister-at-law, of a daugh- 


Wiicox—On Feb. 18, at Stokesley, the wife of F. H. Wilcox, 

solicitor, of a daughter, 
MARRIAGES, 

Myrron—Bowzn—On Feb, 11, at St. Potor’s, Regent-square, 
Thomas Mytton, of No. 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, 
Solicitor, to Mary Patience, second daughter of Mr. John 

, of Loamington and Avon House, Emacote ,Warwick- 


Rax—Gri1—On Feb. 14, at the parish church, Wimbledon, 

‘Willett Ram, of Halosworth, solicitor, to Lacy Annie, younger 
hter of Major Robort Gill, late 44th Rogt., Madras 
ve Infantry, 





TooxE—Drew—On Feb. 11, at St. Mary’s Caterham, William 
Arthur Tooke, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to 
Mary Agnes, eldest daughter of George Henry Drew, Esq., 


of Beechhanger, Caterham, Surrey. 
DEATHS, 
Hott—On Feb. 14, at Scarborough, William Holt, formerly of 
Horbury, near Wakefield, solicitor, in his 74th year. 
PinKNEY—On Feb. 17, at Park House, Stoke Newington, 
Thomas Francis Pinkney, Esq., solicitor. 

ScHatcH—On Jan 31, at Bermuda, Mount, Jamaica, Ernest A. 
C. Schalch, Esq., Attorney-General for that Island, aged 35. 
WorpswortH—On Feb. 18, at Wallington, Surrey, Charles 

Wordsworth, Esq., Q.C., aged 68. 








LONDON GAZETTES, 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tousspar, Feb. 17, 1874. 


Palmer, William Webb, aud Legh Delves Broughton, Birmingham, at- 
torneys at law and solicitors. Dec 1 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fawayr, Feb. 6, 1874. 
Lamirep In CHANCERY. 

Aug!o-French Marezzo Marble Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, by 
an order dated Jan 15, appointed Alexander Angus McLean, 29, 
G:esham st, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required on or 
before March 13, to send their names and addresses and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims tothe above. Friday, March 27, at 11, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the dabts and claims. 

Auvergne Bituminous Rock and Paving Company, Limited.—By an 
order made by V.C. Malins, dated Jan 30, it was ordered that the 
above company be woundup. Lowless and Co, Martin’s lane, Can- 
non st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Kansas Mining Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Hall, 
dated Jan 30, 1t was ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Upward, Finsbury circus, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Marezzo Marble Company, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R., 
dated Jan 31, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
above company be continued. Tucker and Co, King st, Cheapside. 

Tunis Railways Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Malins, dated Jan 30, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 
of the above company should be continued. Heritage, Nicholas lane, 
solicitor for the petitioners. 

Farpay, Feb, 13, 1874. 
Luwrrep 1n CaanceryY, 

Calliards Manufacturing Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on 
or before March 13, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to James Taylor, Rochdale. Friday, 
Marck 27, at 1}, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims. a: 

Co-operative Supply Association, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 5, directed to be heard before the M R. on Feb 21. 
Van Sandan and Cumming, King st, Cheapside. ‘ 

Enfield Ironworks and Inventions Derolopment Company, Limited.— 
Petition for winding up, presented Feb 4, directed to be heard before 
the M.R. on Feb 21. Flux and Leadbitter, Leadenhall st, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

Rust’s Patent Vitrified Marble Company, Limited.—Petitioa for wind- 
ing up, presented Feb 13,directed tobe heard before V.C. Hall, on 


Feb 27. Hollams and Co, Mincing lane, solicitors for the petitioners. 


Tusapay, Feb, 17, 1874. 
Untiuirep te Caancerr, 
Co-operative Brewery Company.—The M.R. has by an order dated Dec 
22, appointed David Roberts, High rd, Tottenham, to be liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before March 27, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above 
at the offices of his solicitors, Peckham & Co. 17, Knight Rider st, 
Doctors’ commons, Monday, Apri! 18, at 11, is appointed fer 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debdts and claims, 


Liarrep tv Cuancery, 

Tunis Railways Company, Limited.—Creditors are requirad,on or be- 
fore April i. to pay eir names and addresses and the particulars 
of their debts or claims to Lieut.-Col. Francis Douglas Grey, and 
James Hume Webster, 152, Gresham House, Old Broad st. 
Aprit 20, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
debts and claims. ef ; 

New Buxton Lime Company, Limited.—Petition for winding a 
sented Feb 13, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 28. 
Chester and Co., Staple inn, agents for Gill, Liverpoo!, solicitar for 
the petitioners, : 

Scarsdale Brewery Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sonted Fed 13, ‘directed to be heard before the M.R, on ?. 
Torr and Co., Bedford row, agents for Wells and Hind, Nottingbam, 
aolighors for the petitioner, 

Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Preaf. 
Tvaspay, Fed, 3, 1874. 
noes? Richardson, Maidstone, Kont, Mareh 15. 

Aiseale VO. Malin, Beale and Co, Maidstone 

Booeroft, Ebeneser, Warner st, Dover rd, Newington, Fish Salesman, 
Fob 98. Beecroft ¥ Beecroft, V.C. Mating, Jaquet, Seath st, Fis. 
bury equare 


Brower, John, Wimborne, Dorset, Grocer, Marek 4, Brewer ¥ Brewer, 
V.C. Hall, “Rawlins, Wimborne 


upon the 


Simes ¥ 
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Fletcher, Thomas, Postland, Lincoln, Farmer. March 3. Fletcher v 
Fletcher, M.R. Calthrop, Spalding 

Godfrey, Robert Wright, Beeston, Norfolk, Farmer. March 2, Patter- 
son v Allen, V.C. Malins. Nurse, King’s Lynn 

Lacey, William, Thornton Heath, Licensed Victualler. March 16. 
Haskins y Lacey, V.C. Hall. Freeman, Bedford row 


Frrpay, Feb. 13, 1874, 


Andrew, Ratcliff, Driffield, Derby, Engineer. March 21. Newton v 
Andrew, V.C. Hall. Tyrrell, Gray’s inn square 

Avis, Elizabeth, Kenninghall, Norfolk. March 20. Avis v Avis, 
V.O. Bacen. Lane, Kenuinghall 

Bradley, John, Selby, York, Common Brewer. March 9. Bradley v 
Bradley, V.C. Malins. Weddall, Selby 

Delbridge, John, Gwinear, Cornwall, Farmer. March 11. Delbridge 
v Richards, M.R. Hill, Helston 

Flack, Abraham, Aldersgate st, Licensed Victualler. March 6. 
Osmond vy Fiack, M.R. Edwards, Doughty st, Mecklenburgh square. 

Ford, John, Lower Gun alley, St George’s-in-the-East, Gent. March 
9. Jolly v Ford, M.R. Stone and Co, Finsbury circus 

Lee, William, Sheffield, Grinder. March 9. Morris v Corker, M.R. 
Swift, Sheffield 

Tucker, John, Berwick Saint James, Wilts, Gent. March 10. Curnick 
v Tucker, V.C. Hall. Cobb and Smith, Salisbury 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 85. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Feb. 13, 1874, 
Bartley, Henry John, Somerset st, Portman square, Gent. April 10, 
Bartley and Co, Somerset st, Portman square 
Bond, William, Chard, Somerset, Provision Mercha nt. April 7. 
Clarke and Lukin, Chard 
Bolton, Clara, Old Bond st. March25, May, Russell square 
Braham, Elizabeth, Titchfield terrance, St John’s wood. March 3}. 
Barnard and Harris, Finsbury circus 
Butler, Thomas, Burley, near Leeds, Iroumaster. Aprill. Weddall 
and Parker, Selby 
‘Cohen, Nathan, Brighton, Sussex, Newspaper Proprietor. May 1. 
Clarke and Howlett, Brighton 
Deacon, Char'es Ewens, Southampton, Gent. Aprill3. Walker and 
Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Haydon, James, Queen Elizabeth st, Horsleydown, Carman, March 
7. Murrell, Dockhead 
Hunter, Patrick, Roden, Salop, Esq. March?. Laces and Co, Liver- 


poo 

Johnston, Henry, Lyminster Court, Sussex, Esq. Feb 28, Carter, 
Old Jewry Chambers 

McGregor, Walter Fergus, Liverpool, Engineer. March 31. Pears 
and Co, Liverpool 

—— James Tod, Monkcastle, Cumberland, Esq. Aprill. Wright, 

arlisle 

Marshall, James Garth, Leeds, Esq. Mayl. Dibb and Co, Leeds 

McAllum, Richard Beall, Riding Mill, Northumberland, Gent. May 
1, Ingledew and Dagget, Newcastie-npon-Tyne 

Orton, Richard, Toxteth Park, Lancashire, Gent. Feb 21. Beaumont 
Grantham 

Reeve, John, Reading, Berkshire, Gent. March 25. Satchell and 
Chapple, Queen st, Cheapside 

Sellman, Humphrey, Cannock, Stafford, Horsebreaker. March 16. 
Spilsbury, Stafford 

Straiten, Alexander, Knightrider st, Clock Maker. Aug 13. Ingledew 
and Co, Fenchurch st ? 

Ss ete Gent. Aprill. Simpson and Burrell, 


Thompson. William, Frome, Somerset, Silk Manufacturer, March 21. 
Haréwick and Holmes, Leadenhall st 

Yates, Joseph, Cheltenham, China and G!ass Dealer. March 25. 
Jossop, Cheltenham 

TvEsDay, Feb, 17, 1874, ° 

Barr, Joseph, Ampthill square, Hampstead rd, Wine Merchant. March 
25. Starling, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Bevan, William, Over, Chester, Yeoman. March 28, Cooke, Winsford 

ae, Luckens, Trough, Cumberland. April 1. Wright, 

rlisle 

Blake, Frederic, Staverton, Wilts, Farmer. March 25. Rodway and 
Mann, Trowbridge 

Brooks, John, Hill st, Peckham, Brewer. Macrh 28. Layton, Suffolk 
lane, Cannon st 

Brown, Horace Cowley, Captain Royal Artillery. May 1. Davidson, 
Spring gardens 

Brown, Richard, Luton, Bedford, Timber Merchant. April4, Holland 
and Co, Mincing lane 

Burch, Ellice, New Sarum, Wilts. March 25, Wilson and Oo, Salis- 


bury 

Clark, Susannah, Abbey rd,St John’s Wood. Aprill2. Wills, Carter 
lane, Doctors’ commons 

ew, Mary Ann Covke, Skirkeck, Lincoln, May 11, Wise and 


‘arwood, Beston 
Clifford, Right Hon Sophia Baroness de, Carlton house terrace. April 
14. Wing and Du Cane, Gray’s inn square 
Dunderdale, Thomas, Preston, Lancashire, Innkeeper. March 9. 
Gortage, Willinas Penni Ki Sea 
orringe, iam Pennington, ston-by- Sussex . 
11. Cooper and Williacws, Brighton 4 ae, eee 
Grant, James Mayer, Demerara, West Indies, Esq. March 30, Bray 
and Warrens, Great Russell st 
Harnett, Michael, Dawstone, Heswell, Chester, Gent. Aprill0. Hore 
m4 nergy seco a 
awkins, Jeremiah, Minsterworth, Glouces' e yi 
Bretherton, Gloucester , ae ere —* 
Hodgson, John, York, Innkeeper. April 6, Crumbie, York 
Home, Matthew, Peveril st, Battersea, Tailor. April 13. Bootys and 
Bayliffe, Raymo.d buildings, Gray's ion 
Jenyns, Soame Gambier, Redoliffe gardens, Colonel. May 13, Walters 
and bo, Lincoln’s inn . 
say ferme, North road, Clapham Park, March31, Haines, Edgware 





Lowe, John, Long Buckby, Norton, Northampton, Butcher. March 1g 
Beaton, Birmingham 

Montgomery, Emma Augusta, Bath. April 30. Hooper, Exeter 

Nattriss, George, Bristol, Confectioner. May 1. Whittington ond Co, 


Bristol 

Oke, George Colwell, Mansion House, Chief Clerk. March 9, 
Kidder, John st, Bedford row 

Phillips, Joseph, Woodbury Salterton, Devon, March 28, Adams, 
Exmout 

Ramsey, Nathan, Sloane st, Chelsea, Butler. March 28. Pope, Gray’s 
inn square 

ache aoony John, Ripon, Maltster. March 1. Kearsley, Manchester 

Skull, Edwin, High Wycombe, Chair Manufacturer. March 31, Kezig 
Skull, High Wycombe 

Smith, Walter, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Gent. April4, Hoyle and Co, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Stevens, Arthur Jones, Malvern villas, South Hackney. March 98, 
Fryer, Gray’s inn place 

Sutherland, John, Burnley, Lancashire, Postmaster. April 1, 
Artindale, Burnley ‘ 

Turner, Henry, Shotton Colliery, Durham, Innkeeper. March 3], 
Oliver and Botterell, Sunderland 


Bankrupts. 
Farpay, Feb, 13, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender ia London, 
Broiziak, Lewis, Coleman st, Merchant. Pet Feb9. Brougham. Feb 
27 at 13.30 
Carew, Henry G 
26 at 12 
Harvey, William, Bruce rd, Bromley-by-Bow. Pet Feb 10. Hazlitt. 
Feb 26 at 11 
Jones, John Griffith, Addison rd North, Notting Hill, Grocer, Pet Feb 
9. Brougham. Feb 27 at 12 
Weigert, Otto, Copthall court, Stock Broker’s Clerk. Pet Feb 3. 
Hazlitt. Feb 25 at 12 
ToSurrender in the Country. 
Alexander, Frederick, Portsea, Hants, Paper and Vinegar Merchant, 
Pet Feb 11. Howard, Portsmouth, Feb 24 at 12 
Allen, William, Bridgnoth, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 11. 
Potts. Madeley, March 4 at 2 
Bird, Isaic, Clayton, near Manchester, Tar Dealer. Pet Feb9. Hall. 
Ashton-under-Lyne, Feb 26 at LL 
Elleby, John, Cheetham, Manchester. Pet Feb10. Kay. Manchester, 
Feb 26 at 9.30 
Garwood, Ebenezer, Haverhill, Suffolk, Builder, Pet Feb 9, Eaden. 
Cambridge, Feb 28 at 1 
King, James, Winslow, Buckingham, Auctioneer. Pet Feb 5, For- 
tescue. Banbury, Feb 23 at 11 
Phipps, Paul Louis, Pelham rd, Wimbledon. Pet Jan 31. Bell, 
Kingston, Feb 20 at 12 
Rodman, 8 8 » Lombard rd, Battersea, Builder. Pet Feb3, 
Willoughby. Wandsworth, Feb 24at 11 
Skipworth, James, Boston, Lincoln, Poulterer. Pet Feb 7. Staniiand. 
Boston, Feb 24 at 12.30 
Tuespay, Feb, 17, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Lowe, William, Chalton st, Euston rd, Cab Proprietor. Pet Feb 13, 
Murray. March 3 at 11 
Godrich, Francis, jun, Fulham rd, Surgeon, Pet Feb 13. Murray. 


March 1 at 11.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Browning, John, Eling, Southampton, out of business. Pet Feb 9. 
Thorndike. Southampton, March li at 2 

Duncan, William Alexander, Park rd, Forest Hill, Grocer. Pet Feb 13. 
Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, March 10 at 2 

Lampard, Stephen, Flathouse, Southampton, Ship Builder. Pet Feb 
13. Howard. Portsmouth, March 9 at 2 

Moss, Marcus Sl ger, Manch , Jeweller. Pet Feb 13. Kay. 
Manchester, March 3 at 9.30 

Nicholson, George Henry, Manchester, Commission Agent, Pet Feb 18. 
Kay. Manchester, March 3 at 9,30 

Potter, Henry, and William Ferrige, Sutton, Surrey, Builders, Pet 
Feb 13. Kkowland, Croydon, March 10 at 2 

Sanders, Joseph, Everton, Lancaster, Cowkeeper. Pet Feb 14, Wate 
son. Liverpool, March 2 at2 

Walls, Joseph, Northampton, Pork Butcher. Pet Feb 13. Dennis, 
Northampton, March 4 at 11 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Feb. 13, 1874. 

Freystadt, Herrmann, Adolph Freystadt, and George Peiser, Jewin st 
General Warehousemen, Feb 10 

Taylor, John, St Andrews hill, Licensed Victualler, Jan 27 

Touespay, Feb, 17, 1874, 

Addison, George, Bath, Gent, Feb 14 

Jackson, William, Manchester, Yarn Doubler. Feb 12 

Turner, George, Sutton Scotney, Hants, Blacksmith, Dec 9 


Liquidation by Arrangement, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Faipay, Feb, 13, 1874. 
Adamson, James, Ashton-in-Mackerfield, La 
28 at 11 at offices of Wood, Bretherton’s row, Wallgate, Wigan 
Alcombe, George, Thorverton, Devon, Grocer, Feb 26 at 3 a¢ the 
London and South Western Hotel, Paul st, Exeter, aay Exeter 
Ashley, Asher, Rochdale, Lancashire, Slater, Feb 27 at Li at offices of 
Slater and Poole, Norfolk st, Manchester 6 
Baughan, Thomas, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Bookeeller. Feb 
at 2 at the Bath Hotel, Leamington Priors, Sanderson, Wi 


» Lincoln’sinn fields. Pet Feb 11. Roche. Feb 
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Bawn, Henry, Aston, near Birmingham, Retail Brewer. Feb 25 at 4 
at 30, Bennett’s bill, Birmingham. Parry 

Baynton, William Henry, Birmingham, out of business, Feb 27 at 12 
at office of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Boughton, Richard Wyatt, Haverstock rd, Kentish Town, Tailor. March 

+ 2 at 12 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Brailsford, John, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Nottingham, Builder. Feb 25 at 
12 at offices ot Hogg, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Brown, James, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 25 at 11 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham. Talbot, Newtown 

, Thomas, Altrincham, Cheshire, out of business. Feb 26 at 3 

at offices of Smith, Corf’s buildings, Preeson’s row, Liverpool 

Cade, Joseph, York, Draper. Feb 27 at 3 at offices of Wilkinson, St 
Helen’s square, York 

Calvert, George, Leeds, Boot Dealer, Feb 24 at 2-at offices of Hardwick, 
Boar Jane, 

Carter, Isaac, Willenhall, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 28 at 11 at offices of 
Cresswell, New rd, Willenhall 

Chase, Robert, Summersdale, Sussex, Commission Agent. March 4 at 2 
atthe Dolphin Hotel, Chichester. Janman, Chichester 

Clement, Jemima Elizabeth, Margaret st, Cavendish sqaare. Feb 26 at 
12 at offices of Brownlow, Bedford row, Holborn 

Constable, Henry, Anerley rd, Norwood. Assistant Licensed Victualler. 
March 2 at 11 at offices of Wade, Clifford's inn 

Cooke, Henry Dorglass, Rusthall, Kent, Painter. Feb 95 at 10 at the 
Angel Hotel, Tunbridge. Palmer, Tunbridge 

Courts, Edwin, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Genera! Shop Keeper. March 2 at 
12 at offices of Archer, London rd, Lowestoft 

Craddock, Edmund William, Moseley rd, Worcester, Schoolmaster. 
Feb 25 at 12 at office of Chester, Moor st, Birmingham 

Crook, Thomas, Wigan, Lancashire, Firhmonger. March 3 at 3 atoffice 
of Wood, Bretherton’s row, Wallgate, Wigan 

Crowe, John, jun, Lakenham, Norwich, Upholeterer, Feb 24 at 11 at 
offices of Stanley, Bank Plain, Norwich 

Cruse, Daniel Richard, Taph . Devon, Ir Feb 26 at 11 at 
office of Fryer, Gandy st, Exeter 

Dhonan, Louis, Wells st, Hackney, Baker, Feb 26 at 2 at offices of 
Digby and Liddle, Circus place, Finsbury circus 

Duff, Robert Low, Chowlent, Lancashire, Jute Spinner. Feb 26 at 2 at 
offices of Blackhurst, Church alley, Church st, Live: 1 

Eschwege, Simon, and Charles Eschwege, Houndsditch, Importers 
of Bohemian Glass. March 6 at 2 at offices of Beyfus and Bayfus, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

Euing, Morison, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Clerk. Feb 27 at 11 at 
the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Bradshaw, Barrow-in-Furness 

Fisher, Frederick, Heckmondwike, York, Coal Merchant. Feb 25 at 11 
at offices of Sykes, Heckmondwike 

French, William, Bozeat, Northampton, Builder. Feb 24 at 3 at offices 
of Becke, Market :quare, Northampton 





Gill, Joseph Samuel, Sale, Cheshire, Draper. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of , 


Farrar and Hall, Princess st, Manchester 

Hadman, John, Werrington, Northampton, Baker. Feb 26 at 12 at 
offices of Gaches, Cathedral gateway, Peterborough 

Harcourt, Henry James, Upper Thames st, lronmonger. Feb 28 at 12 
at offices of Alexander and Co, Fenchurch st. Tayler and Ward, 
Great James st 

Hartley, Samuel, Romiley, Cheshire, Innkeeper. Feb 25 at 3 at the 
Commercial Hotel, Brown st, Manchester. Jackson, Manchester 

Hempstock, Benjamin, Ludford, Lincoln, Saddler. Feb 28 at 11 at 
offices of Jay, Bank st, Linccln. Page, jan, Lincoln 

Holmes, Matthew Matthias, Bilston, Stafford, Engineer. Feb 28 at 11 
at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverampton 

Holness, Richard William, Ramsgate, Kent, Baker. Feb 25 at 3 at 
the Bull and George Hotel, High st, Ramsgate. Treherne and 
Wolferstan, Ram: gate 

Horsfall, John. Halifax, York, Cabinet Maker. Feb 27 at 2 at offices 
of Boocock, Silver st, Ha'lifax 

Humphrys, George Smallwood, Stroud, Gloucester, Auctioneer. Feb 
26 at 11 at offices ot Kearsey and Parsons, Stroud 


Jacoby, Siegmund, Long lane, Smithfield, Hair Dresser. Feb 23 at 2 at | 


offices of Barton and Drew, Fore st 

Jerred, Samuel, Exeter, Grocer. Feb 28 at ll at the Queen's Hotel, 
Queen’s st, Exeter, Fryer 

Jones, Heury Alfred, Hoole, Cheshire, Wine Merchant, Feb 27 at 12 
at the Queen's (Second) Hotel, Chester, Churton, Chester 

Kember, William. and William James Kember, Birmingham, General 
Dealers. Feb 23 at 12 at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Lege, George, Heath st, Hampstead, Boot Maker. Feb 21 at 11 at 
offices of Dobson, Southampton buildings 


Lewis, Thomas, Burslem, Stafford, Labourer. Feb 27 at 3 at offices of | 


Stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley 

Lloyd, Edward. Oxford rd, Ealing, Mi!liner’s Assistant. Feb 19at10 at 
the Portland Hotel, Great Portland st. Swaine, Cheapside 

Lucas, William, Oldbury, Worcester, Engineer. Feb 34 at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, Cherry st, Rirmiagham 

Mainwaring, Richard, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Journeyman Baker. 
Feb 28 at | at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Marvell, Thomas, Iikiey, York, Builder, Feb 24 at 12 at office of Ford, 
and Co, Albion st, Leeds 

Middleton, William, Aston, near Birmingham, Gun Barrel Grinder. 
Feb 26 at 12 avoffices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Miller, Julius Samuel, Bond court, Walbrook, Attorney-at-Law. feb 
21 at 2 st the Chamber of Commerce, 145, Cheapside 

Milner, Alfred, Ossett, York, Spinner, March 2 at 11 at the Foresters’ 
Room, Crown court, Wakefield. Wainwright and 

Moore, John William, Bolton. Lancashire, Draper. Feb 26 at 11 at 
office of Dowling, Wood st, Bolton 

Panther, Thomas, Aldwinkle, All Saints, Northampton, Cattle Sales- 
man, March 3 at 11 atthe Swan Inn, Thrapston. Henry, Welling- 


ugh 
Peak, James, and James Sharples, Bradford, Lancashire, Bakers. Feb 
27 at 2 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Pemberton, Joseph, Dudley, Worccater, Shopkeeper. Fed 26 at 3 at 
offices of Warmington, Castle rg herd 


Wiliam Robert, Pancras lane, Attorney-at-Law. Feb 21 at 
10,15 atthe Cannon st Hotel. Wright, Queen Victoria 
Edward, Neenton, Salop, Farmer. Feb 20 at li at the Squirrel 


orth, Saunders 





Ralfs, John William, Liverpool, Commission Merchant. March 10 at 3 
at of Vine, Dale st, Liverpoo!. Browne, Liverpooi 

Richards, James, Dawley, Salop, Publican. March 2 at 12 at the 
Elephant and Castle Inc, Dawley. Harries, Dawley 

ington, Nathaniel, Northampton, Baker. Feb 26 at 12 at offices of 

Shoosmith, Newland, Northampton 

Schlicher, Frederic, Clifton, Bristol, Confectioner. Feb 21 at 12 at 
offices of Ciifton, Corn st, Bristol 

Sharp, Charles Henry, Middle lane, Hornsey, Builder. Feb 27 at 2 at 
office of Vernede, Craven st, Strand 

Shaw, Jonathan, Halifax, York, Wool Dealer. Feb 27 at 2 at offices of 
Boocock, Silver st, Halifax 

Shephard, George, Ipswich, Builder. Feb 26 at 2 at offices of Jones, 
Butt rd, Colchester 

Sherwood, John William Robinson, Middlesborough, York, Butcher. 
Feb 27 at 11 at Mrs. Barker’s Temperance Hotel, Bridge st West, 
Middlesborough. Bainbridge, Middlesborough 

Shipton, Abraham, High st, Balham hill, Baker. Feb 25 at 3 at oices 

Roberts, King William st 

Simpson, Frederick, Luton, Bedford. Straw Hat Manufacturer. Feb 24 
at 3 at offices of Baggs and Co, King st, Cheapside. Bailey 

Smith, George, Wellesley rd, Kentish Town, Grocer. Feb 24 at 2 at 
office of Burton, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Smith, John, Halifax, York, Hatter, Feb 26 at 12 at the Wheat Sheaf 
Hotel, Fennell st, Manchester 

Sowerbutts, Thomas, Levenshulme, Lancashire, Confectioner. March 
5 at 3 at offices of Mann, Marsden st, Manchester 

Steel, Charles Wilson, Lewisham, Kent, Surgeon. Feb 26 at 1 at office 
of Ingle and Co, Threadneedle st 

Taylor, yr George. Balsall Heath, Worcester, Tobacconist. Feb 25 
at 12 at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Thompson, Ellen Elizabeth Ann Newton, East Teignmouth, Devon. 
Feb 24 a: 11.30 at office of Templer, Catherine terrace, Teignmouth. 

Thorne, Henry, New rd, Rotherhithe, Clerk, Feb 24 at 2 at 51, 
Chancery lane. Nickinson and Co 

Thurlow, Walter, Ipswich ,Suffolk. Feb 28 at 3 at offices of Pearce, 
Princess st, Ipswich. Hill, Ipswich 

Topliss, George Edman, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Boot Maker. Feb 24 
at 11 at office ot Grange and Wintringham, West St Mary’s gate, 
Great Grimsby 

Tranfield, Frederick Thomas, Waterloo rd, Lambeth, Window Blind 
Manufacturer. Feb 27 at 3 at office of Sherrard, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tyler, Joseph, Worcester, Rope Maker. Feb 21 at 3 at offices of Tree, 
Sansome st, Worcester 

Wakeham, Robert, Watford, Hertford, Carpenter. Feb 24 at 4 at the 
Wellington Arms, Watford. Cotton, Coleman st 

Walker, Thomas, Topcliffe, near Thirsk, York, Painter. Feb 23 at 3 
at offices of West, Market place, Thirsk 

Wilkinson, Francis William, Barrow-in- Furness, Lancashire, Printer. 
Feb 27 at 10 at the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in-Burness. Bradshaw, 
Barrow-in-Furness 

Williams, John Railton, Manchester, Umbrella Manufacturer. March 
9 at 3 atthe Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Sale and 
Co, Manchester 

Williams, Thomas, Abersychan, Monmouth, Beer Retailer. March 2 
at | at offices of Lloyd, Bank chambers, Newport 

Woodward, Robert Charles, Tendring, Essex, out of business. Feb 26 
at 3 at offices of Jones, Butt rd, Colchester 

Yeates, James, Bognor, Sussex, Grocer. Feb 25 at 12 at the Sussex 
Hotel, Bognor. Lamb, Brighton 


Turspay, Feb 17, 1874. 


Allam, Isaac, Dartmouth rd, Hammersmith, Plumber. Feb 19 at 2 at 
office of Hope, Serle st, Linco!n’s-inn-fields 

Allen, denry James, Liverpool, Boot Manafacturer. March 4 at? at 
office of Ivey, South John st, Liverpool. Hughes, Liverpool 

Anderson, Mary, Wellingborough, Northampton, Innkeeper. Feb 27 at 
2 at the Angel Hotel, Wellingborough. Dolman and Colegrave, 
Jermyn st 

Atbinson, Joseph, Bramley, near Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Feb 28 
at 11 at offices of Harle, Victoria chambers, South parade, Leeds 

Barton, Henry, Sutton St James’, Lincoln. Blacksmith. March 2 at 12 
at the Bull Inn, Lorg Sutton. Ollard, Wisbech 

Basley, John Edward, Overthorpe, Northampton, Cattle Dealer. Feb 
28 at 2 at offices of Wil-on, High st, Banbury 

Beardsell, Alfred, Holme, York, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. March 2 
at 3 at offices of Armitage, Lord st, Huddersfield 

Blackshaw, John, Redcross st, Parasol Manufacturer. March 4 at 2 at 
offices of Perry, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 

Booth, Thomas Wo'stencroft, Manchester, Packer. March 4 at 3 at 
offices of Bellhouse, Dickinson st, Manchester 

Bright, Andrew, Newcastle-on-Tyne, S:ilmaker. March 5 at 12 at 
offices of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Broom, Peter, Liverpool, Grocer. March 2 at 3 at offices of Sowton, 
Dale st, Liverpool : . 

Buckland, Charies Arthur, Swansea, Glamorgan, Fitter. Fed 26 at 3at 
offices of Morris, Rutland st, Swansea 

Buckley, John Lawrence, Bedford hill terrace, Balham, Gent. Feb 26 
at 2 at 4, College hill. Haycock 

Carlaw, Jonn Sellars, William Burns Carlaw, and George Robert Carlaw, 
Blue Anchor lane, Bermondsey, Leather Manufacturers. March 3 at 
3at offices of Saffery and Huntley, Tooley st, London Bridge 

Cleverty, J ames George, Chester, Gasfitter. Feb 26 at 12 at offices of 
Walker and Smith, Abbey gateway, Northgate st, Chester 

Cliff, John, Halifax, York , Sauce Manufacturer, March 2 at 3 at offices 
of Rhodes, Horton st, Halifax 

Clueit, Richard, Tettenhall Wood, near Welverhampton, Tailor. March 
§ at 11 at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Cole, Francis Wride, Shirenewton, Monmouth, Grocer, Feb 27 at 13 
at offices of Henderson and Co, Broad st, Bristol 

Crosbee, Joseph, Birmingham, Brass Caster, Feb 27 at 12 at offices of 
Grove, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 7. a 

Dhonan, Lovis, (and not Dhonan as erroneousiy printed in Gazette 
Feb 13) Wells @ Sako, Behe. Feb 26 at 2 at office of Digby and 
Liddle, Circus place, Finsbury circus 

Dickie, David, Lae, Tailor, Feb 21 at 10.30 at office of East, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 


meererercecr rns 


rete neaacee aresteesan ase 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Feb. 21, 1374 





Elliott, Thomas, Sheffeld, Beerhouse Keeper. March 2 at 4 at offices of 
Binney and Sons, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 

Farrow, William, Sunderland, Darham, Shipbroker. March 2 atll at 
offices of Snowball and Ailison, Nile st, Sunderland 

Forbes, William Gollan, Plymouth. Devon, Tobacconist, Feb 27 at 12 
* - Mount Pleasant Hotel, Millbay rd, Plymouth. Nepean, Ivy- 

ge 

Grimes, Edward, Lower Broughton, Lancashire, Superintendent of 
Contracts, Feb 27 at 11 at offices of Hankinson, St James's square, 
Manchester ‘ 

Hardisty, Frederick Adolphus, jan, Queen st, Brompton, Riding 
Master. Feb 27 at 11 at 15, Devonshire st, Hammersmith rd. Morris, 
Leicester square 

Hargest, George, Radston, York, Grocer. March 2 at 3 at offices of 
Harland, Bridlingion 

Harris, Charles Alfred, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Bedding Manufacturer. 
March 2 at 2 at offices of Swaine, Cheapside 

Henderson, Edward, Whitley, Northumberland, Plasterer. Feb 27 at 
il at office of Hodge and Harle, Wellington place, Pilgrim st, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne 

Holland, Benjamin, East Ville, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 28 at 1 at offices 
of Bean, Churchyard, Boston 

Humphrey, Joseph, Birmingham, Tailor. March 2 at 12 at offices of 
Hawkes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Hunter, Ino, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Feb 25at 12 at offices of Thomp- 
son, Dean st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Hyde, Henry, and John Sheldrick, Manchester, Tailors. March 4 at 11 
at offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Irving, John, Carlisle, Merchant, March 8 at 3 at offices of Bendle, 
Hodgson’s court, Carlisle 

Jonas, William Kemble, Belchamp St Paul’s, Essex, Farmer. Feb 27 at 
1 at the Rose and Crown Horel, Sudbury. Mumford, Sudbury 

Jones, Robert, Chester, Fishmonger. March 5 at 3 at offices of Tibbits, 
Old Post Office place, Eastgete, Chester 

Kerfoot, Henry, Salford, Lancashire, General Dealer. March 2 at 8 at 
offices of Storer, Fountain st, Manchester 

King, James, Todmorden, York, Joiner. March 6 at 11 at the York 
Hotel, Todmorden. Eastwood, Todmorden 

Lewis, James, Bath, Pork Butcher. Feb 27 at 11 at office of Wilton, 
Westgate buildings, Bath 

Lowe, Enoch Bennett, Halifax, York, Commission Agent. Feb 25 at 
4 at offices of Storey, Cheapside, Halifax 

Marsden, Joshua, Wigan, Lancashire, Joiner. March 2 at11 at office of 
Ashton, King st, Wigan 

Martyn, Edwin Row. Devonport, Devon, Chemist. March 4 at 12 at 
offices of Beer and Rundle, Ker st, Devonport 

Massinio, Guiseppi, Gloucester, Ship Chandler. Feb 25 at 12 at the 
Bell Hote!, Southgate st, Gloucester. Halls, Gloucester 

McIntyre, Elizabeth Ann, Wandsworth rd, Grocer. Feb 28 at 3 at 
offices of Day, Bloomsbury square. Tonge, Great Portland st 

Middleton, William, Ulverston, Lancashive, Mercantile Clerk. Feb 27 
- 12 attheShip Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Bradshaw, Barrow-in- 

urness 

Muir, Andrew, Salford, Lancashire, Machinist. March 4 at 4 at offices 
of Best, Brown st, Manchester 

Oak, Robert John Shapter, Bristol, Mast Maker. Feb 27 at 1 at offices 
of Hancock and Co, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol. Thomas 

Osborne, Alfred, Worthing, Sussex, Milkman, March 2 at 8 at the 
Railway Hotel, North st, Worthing. Goodman, Brighton 

Porteus, William, Halifax, York, Joiner. Feb 26 at 11 at offices of 
Storey, Cheapside, Halifax 

Pownall, James, Bowden, Cheshire, Stone Mason. March 2 at3 at 
office of Hines, Victoria st, Manchester. Da:7son, Manchester 

Prince, Edward, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Engineer. Feb 27 at 
A. the Ship Hotel, Barrow in-Furness. Bradshaw, Barrow-in- 

‘urness 

Purssord, Ali-ed William, Great Suffolk st, Borough, Cheesemonger. 
Feb 25 at 2 at offices of Yorke, Marylebone rd 

Rawnsley, John, Bradford, York, Worsted Spinner. March 2 at 11 at 
offices of Wood and Killick, Commercial Bank buildings, Bradford 

Robinson, John Rupert, Dewsbury, York, Paiater. March 3 at 2 at 
office of Fryer, Church st, Dewsbury 

Ross, David, Devonport, Devon, Lodging house Keeper, March 3 at 11 
at office of Vaughan, St Aubyn st, Devonport 

Scarlett, Edward George, Glasshouse st, Regent st, Woollen Ware- 
houseman. March 5 at 12 at offices ef Chatteris and Co, Gresha 
buildings, Basinghall st. Davis, Cork st, Burlington gardens 

Schmerl, Simon, Malvern cottages, Richmond rd North, Barnsbury, 
Commission Agent. March 3 at 2 at offices of Briant, Winchester 
House, Old Broad st f 

Scott, William Richard, Portsea, Hants, Clerk in Holy Orders, March 
4 at 12 at 31, St Thomas’ st, Portsmouth. Ford 

Smith, James, High Holborn, Umbrella Manufacturer. March 9 at 12 
at offices of Challis, Clement’s lane, King William st. Surr and Co, 
Abchurch lane 

Snelson, Theodore, Reading, Berks, Grocer. March 2 at 2 at 8, Forbury, 
Reading. Elkins 

Spurr, William Henry, Manchester, Commission Agent. Feb 20 at 3 
at office of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Steed, John, Raglan, Monmouth, Draper. March 4at1 at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Newport, Watkins, Pontypool 

Story, John Emery, caf na Aen Piumber, March 4at 2 at 

offices of Story, Cross House, Westgate rd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 


Syddail, William, Pendleton, Lancashire, out of employment. March 
bas : at offices of Bennet, Albert chambers, Albert buildings, Man- 
ebester 

Tetley, John Hodgson, Bradford, York, Commercial Traveller. Feb 28 
at 11 at offices of Burnley, Qu ate, Bradford 

Teint, Charles, Bath, Som: March 6 at? at offices of 


erset, Hosier. 
quraley, Je soph. Wile ned ayn te re M 
‘urnley, Jose ilkinson st, Albert square, Ol Gent. March 2 
at 12 at office of Sykes, St Swithin’s Inne on. 
Tyson, Henry, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Earthenware Manufacturer. 
Feb 27 at 12 at office of Atter, New Lowther . Whitehaven 
‘eb 28 at 12 at offices of 


x . Marshfield, Gloucester, Farmer. 

Wilton, Westgate buildings, Bath 

Verity, John, Pudsey, York, Tailor. March 3at3 at office of Routh 
Carr, Leeds 


and Co, Park row, Leeds. 





Walker, Albert, White Lee, Batley, York, Stone Mason. Feb 28 at Sat 
the Queen Hotel, Heckmondwike. Carr and Cadman, Gomersal ; 

Walker, William, Ramagate, Kent, Publican. March 2 at 2.30 at the 
Ball and George Hotel, Ramsgate. Edwards 

Walker, William, Colne, Lancashire, Cotton Minufacturer. Mare) 10 
at 2 at oftice of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Mancheater 

, Riehard, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Coal Daaler. Mareh@ 

at 11 at offices of Grange and Wintringham, West St Mary’s gate, 


Great Grimsby 
York, Frederick, Kettering, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Fab27 
at 1 at the George Hotel, Kettering. Cook, Wellinzborough 
Zuccani, David Winter E.rnest, Hamilton place, Highbury, Cabinet 
Maker. Feb27 at. 2 at offices of Pritchard ani Co, Little Trinity 
lane 





——— 


UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long opsrated as an oppressive t-x 
upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying a remedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, whra 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose ace »rdiag 
$o their means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other comeveries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full partic:'ars may 
be obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Offica, 3 
Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
OOUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 

direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 

of his long experience of upwards of twenty-five years, in the special in- 

sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 

support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 

care and promptitude assured. Officia!ly stamped forms for advertise- 
ment and file of ** London Gazette” kept, By appointment. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate use, 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the Fk ong form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 

















Com- 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet- 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 


ETC. 
SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 





Every description of Printing. 

Chancery Bills and Answers Catalogues 

1) Prospectuses 
Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 
Books Newspapers 
Pamphlets Circulars 
Reports 
Rule 


Posters 
Handbilla, &c., &c. . 
ADAME 


TUSSAUD'S EXHIBITION 

BAKER-STREET.—Great Attractions.—The CARRIAGE used 
by NAPOLEON III. at Metz, Chalons, and Sedan, with num erous relics 
of the campaign of 187C. Portrait Models of MARSHALS BAZAINE 
and McMAHON, M. THIERS, FRANCIS JOSEPH of AUSTRIA, and 
the SHAH of PERSIA, with the original autograph and. testimonial 
presented to Madame Tussaud and Sons, July 3rd, 1873, as a souvenir 
of His Imperial Majesty’s visit, are now added ; also, new superb and 
costly Court dresses. Admission, Is. Children under ten, 6d, Extra 
rooms, 6d. Open from 10 a.m. till 10 p.m. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Travellers’ Safety.— 

TWO new LECTURES—the first, SAFETY AT SEA (in which 

will be discussed the best method of lowering boats); the second lec- 

ture, SAFETY ON LAND (in which railway matters will be discussed) 

will shortly follow. Mr, ward Paul during the week. Jane Con- 
mest. Sugar and the Silber Light, by Professor Gardner. D 

Bictrioty, Mr, King. Other entertainments. Open 12 and 7. Ad- 











OVED and ECONOMIC COOKERY.—Use 
LIEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT as‘ stock ” for beet 


tea, soups, made sauces; gives fine flavour and great 
strength. Invariably adopted in households when fairly tried. 
Cavrion,—Genuine only with Baron Liebig’s facsimile across label. 





